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Case Reported this Week. 


Anderson Limited v. Daniel 
Brimelow v. Casson and Others 
Chester Corporation v. Briggs . 
- Graham Joint Stock Shipping Co. v. Merchants “Marine 
Tnsurance Co. 
Michalinos & Co. v. Louis Dreyfus & Co. 
Pratchett vy. Drew * 





Current Topics. 
The Hilary Cause Lists. 


THE Lists for the new Sittings snow the usual drop as compared 
with the preceding Michaelmas lists, which are swollen by the 
arrears of the previous year, but otherwise there is no great 
change in the amount of business. The Court of Appeal list, 
with 135 cases, is light, but the Chancery Division Judges, with 
300 causes, 113 companies (winding-up), and 25 bankruptcy 
matters, seem to have a full term before them, and it is a 
question whether more time should not be given to companies 
(winding-up) cases. These appear to have a way of dragging, 
especially when a group of heavy witness summons comes along. 
The King’s Bench Division has 203 cases in the Divisional Court 
—a somewhat high number—and there are 668 actions for trial, 
together 871. The last figure is higher than a year agé—765— 
but is a big drop on the 1,379 cases at Hilary, 1922, and 1,325 
of the same term, 1921. The Probate and Divorce cases are 623 
—no doubt nearly all divorce—and this class of work appears 
to be showing the result of the efforts now made to dispose of it. 


The Betting Tax Inquiry. 


THE RESULT of the Report of the Betting Tax Committee, 
so far as it is agreed, and of the majority and minority draft 
Reports as to other matters, appears to be that betting is a 
foolish occupation or habit ; that, if it is recognised as lawful, 
it is a fitting subject for taxation, and that taxation is practicable ; 
but—we are not quite sure that this is correct, though, doubtless, 
it ought to be—the better course would be to prohibit all betting 
under the inducements of bookmakers or betting agents, the 
difficulty being whether in the present state of public opinion 
this is practicable. From the legal point of view, of cours», 
betting is very interesting. The law frowns upon it, and so 
far as the Committee could ascertain, no judge has ever expressed 


the view that bets should be civilly enforceable. Legal difficulties 


have been due to the interpretation of statutes by which the 
| M4 









268 





Legislature has tried to put it under restraint. Of this the 
decisions of the House of Lords in Powell v. Kempton Park Race- 
course Co., 1899, A.C. 143, on the meaning of “ place ” in the 
Betting Act, 1853, and Sutters v. Briggs, 1922, A.C. 1, on the 
recovery of bets paid by cheque, which led to the passing of the 
Gaming Act, 1922, are well-known instances. That the lawisin a 
confused and unsatisfactory state there is no doubt. It was des- 
cribed during the inquiry asin achaotic condition. Its restrictions 
are intended for the poor and not for the rich, and unfortunately 
there appears to be a refusal on the part of a large section of the 
working classes to accept the restrictions. How far betting is 
actually immoral is a question of casuistry which we do not 
propose to discuss; but that its effect is overwhelmingly bad 
we do not imagine there is any doubt. Our own sympathy 
is with Mr. Foor’s draft minority report which would prohibit 
the inducements to betting, such as advertisements of racing 
and sporting odds. This has been done in Canada, and 
could equally be done here; and a serious effort should be 
made to get over the practical difficulties and abolish all betting 
agencies as a business. Betting between individuals is their 
own affair; but the suppression of bookmakers and betting 
agents generally is solely a question of practicability. 


Sales by Executor. 

THE pectsion of Mr. Justice Eve in Wise v. Whitburn, 1924 
W.N. 8, is of great interest to conveyancers. It emphasizes what 
is generally regarded as a dangerous defect in the personal 
representative's power of sale, whether his common law power 
in respect of leaseholds or his statutory power in respect of 
freeholds. By virtue of his appointment, an executor now takes 
the legal estate with power to sell the property for the purposes 
of administration, and whether he is really selling for such 
purposes a purchaser is not bound to inquire. He is only affected 
by the sale not being in the course of administration, if, as it was 
put by Warrineton, L.J., in Re Kemnal and Still's Contract, 
1923, 1 Ch. 293, at p. 310, he has “ actual notice of the impro- 
priety of the transaction.” But this state of affairs is altered as 
soon as the executor assents to a devise or bequest of the property. 
He then ceases to hold it as executor, and the legal title shifts 
to the devisee or legatee. It may be that this is a devise or 
bequest to himself as trustee, and then the character of his 
holding changes. He ceases to hold as executor and he holds as 
trustee : see Attenborough v. Solomon, 1913, A.C. 76. At the 
same time he loses his power of sale as executor, and cannot 
make a title as trustee unless he has a trust for or power of sale 
in that capacity. 


The Risk of an Implied Assent. 


THERE WOULD BE no difficulty here, if the assent had to be in 
writing, and if a statement by the personal representative that 
he has not given an assent was conclusive in favour of a purchaser, 
and this change in the law will be made under s. 158 of the Law 
of Property Act, 1922. But at present an assent may be not 
only express but implied, and whether there has been an implied 
assent is usually a matter of doubt. Not uncommonly, there is 
an implied assent by letting the devisee into possession of the 
property, and if he is tenant for life this is also an assent to the 
devise in remainder: Stevenson v. Mayor of Liverpool, L.R. 10 
Q.B. 81. This was the present case of Wise v. Whitburn before 
Eve, J., and since the purchaser was aware of the facts con- 
stituting the implied assent, and the vendors, under this implied 
assent, had ceased to be executors and had become trustees 
without power of sale, they did not convey a good title to the 
purchaser, and in an action by him on their implied statutory 
covenant against incumbrances, it was held that they were liable. 
It was sought, but unsuccessfully, to avoid this result by arguing 
that, since they had and conveyed the legal title, the purchaser 
was protected against equi ies, because he took, in the words of 
Warrincton, L.J., without “* actual notice of the impropriety of 
the sale.” But under the circumstances stated above, he had, so 


the learned judge held, such notice. Until the Law of Property 
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Act comes into operation, the concurrence of the devisee shogl 
be required in all cases where there is any reasonable probak 
of an implied assent having been given. 


Dr. Bentley and Trinity College, Cambridge. 
AN INTERESTING article by Mr. Lyrron Srracuey, “ The Saf 
Story of Dr. Colbatch,” appeared in the Nation of 22nd ult. 
recalls the curious litigation about Dr. Bent.ey,. the 
Master of Trinity College, Cambridge, which was freque 
before the courts in the early part of the eighteenth cent 
The story of what De Quincey calls “ the everlasting procea” 
is told a great deal more fully in that writer’s essay on“ Ri 
Bentley.” Apparently Dr. BenrLey was a hundred years be 
his time in trying to wake into activity the great foundation 
which he was Master. But he carried matters with a high h 
and his classical eminence did not prevent continual 
between himself and the Fellows. The Fellows attempted: 
get him deposed by the Visitor. But who was Visitor, whether 
the Bishop of Ely or the Crown, was the initial question tok 
decided. In 1712 this was referred to the Crown Officers, wh 
decided in favour of the Bishop, and in 1714 the charges agaimt 
Dr. BentLey were heard at Ely House, and eight of the mot 
eminent lawyers of the day assisted on one side or other as counsel. 
At length, says De Quincey, after six weeks’ duration, the Visiter 
was satisfied that the case of violating the college statutes had 
been established, and he ordered a sentence of ejection from th 
Mastership to be drawn up. This was done, and the sentence was 
afterwards found among his papers ; but on 31st July, “‘ beforeany 
of his apparitors could execute the sentence, he was himself 
summoned away by a sterner apparitor to the other world.” 


An Eighteenth Century Litigation. 

So FAR FIVE years of the feud had passed, and hitherto Minium, 
a Fellow of the College, who was also in practice at the Bar, aad 
became a serjeant and afterwards a Scots judge, had been the 
chief prosecutor. The next Bishop declined to act as Visitord 
the Master unless he could also visit the Fellows. The matter 
lingered for five or six years, and then MILLER accepted & com 
promise and retired from the fray. But in his place had arises- 
to use De Quincey’s words—“ a new actor, who brought to the 
management of the quarrel self devotion like that of a Christian 
martyr and malignity like that of a Pagan persecutor.” This was 
Dr. Co.sarcu, ‘Professor of Casuistry, whom Mr. Lyris 
Srracuey has revived. In the course of the renewed struggle, 
he published a book Jus Academicum supporting the jurisdiction 
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of the University Court—the Vice-Chancellor’s—but unfortunately by these 
reflecting on the King’s Bench. This contempt of court waa JM kind sh 
increased by his venturing to correct the Senior Judge’s mistake # obdurac; 
in quoting the motto of his book—Jura negat sibi nata, nihilwm @ tremendc 
arrogat. Corrections of the Judge’s thrice repeated mistakein saying {of the pr 
“ abrogat” sealed Dr. CoBatcn’s fate, and he was sentenced to #% largely ¢ 
pay £50, to be imprisoned till it was paid, and to give security] Hrwry | 
for good behaviour for a year. Meanwhile Dr. Benriey had mt 

been altogether happy. The University had deprived him of kis Restitut 
degrees—which were restored by mandamus (R. v. Univeriily dy po 
of Cambridge, 8 Mod. 148)—and ultimately, after the matter had , Parkes 
been to the House of Lords, the charges against him were nullity pr 
once again, and the Bishop of Ely, another new Bishop, prom wilful anc 
sentence of deprivation. But only the Vice-Master could cat) # Who,.. 
it out, and the Doctor had taken care that the Vice-Mastet require f 
(Dr. WALKER) should be his friend. Mandamus was tried, bat correcty- 
ineffectually (Dr. Walker's Case, Cas. t. Hard. 212), and © © narital i; 
Dr. BentLey remained in possession of the field. This W889) fiom tho 
1736. Mr. Lyrron Srracuey’s article*is a good introductil pay... 

to the matter, but it can be followed with more interest ® ptoceedin 
De Quincey’s Essay and in the Law Reports. Bi taken for 


Protection of Theatrical Employees. ‘ 

Tue case or Brimelow v. Casson (reported elsewhere) affotis 
an illuminating example of the circumstances under wh the 
court will interfere with the contractual rights of parties. 
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intiff sought an injunction against five organisations, which 
exist for the protection of the rights of the different classes of 
engaged in the theatrical profession, to restrain them 

SE genapiting to induce any person to break any contract 
or abstain from entering mto a contract with him, and against 
3 sixth defendant for damages for breach of contract. The 
intiff was the manager of a touring theatrical company, which 
conducted as an employer, but on a percentage basis, and it 
was alleged that he adopted “ sweating” methods, and that 
ertain of his employees were, owing to the hand-to-mouth 
existence which they led, resorting to immorality. In view 
of the circumstances which came to their knowledge, the joint 
tion committee, which was composed of representatives 

of these five associations, determined to drive him“ off the road,” 
uiless and until he paid the minimum living wage of £2 10s. a 
week; and at their instigation the sixth defendant, who owned 


obability 
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with the result that the company performed at neither of those 
towns. The case was both sordid and lengthy, and the learned 





ers, who judge expressed strong condemnation of the situation which 
: against had been connived at by the plaintiff, and his lordship indicated 
he mot # thatif justification did not exist for the conduct of the associations 
counse, #% in the present case in interfering with the contractual rights | 
e Visitor #% of the plaintiff, he could hardly conceive of a case in which | 
utes had @% justification would be present. His lordship added that these 
from the #% defendants “‘ owed a duty to their calling and to its members 
ence Wa M™ (and, I am tempted to add, to the public) to take all necessary 
foreany # peaceful steps to terminate the payment of this insufficient wage 
himself #} which, in the plaintiff's company had apparently been, in fact, 
rid.” productive of those results which their experience had led them 
to anticipate.” There was a time when many people looked 
askance at the theatrical profession, believing that the life 
Miia, # which its members were obliged to lead was, by force of circum- 
Bar, aad #% stances, conducive to immorality. Indeed, people are still to 
een the HH be met’ who decline to attend the theatre and who base their 
isitorel # attitude on the view that their support would lend encourage- 
> matte #] ment to a profession of which the humbler members are liable 
| 8 com HH to be subjected to great temptations. Primé facie this view 
arise §% might seem to be correct, especially when it is borne in mind 
t to the HH that the nomadic life of members of touring companies may, 
‘hristian #% wiless their interests are adequately safeguarded, involve them 
Thisws # in considerable uncertainty, discomfort and expense. The 
Lytres ie will, at any rate, feel grateful to the plaintiff for having, 
struggle, the institution of these proceedings, been the means of 
sdiction #F emphasizing the good work which is being unobtrusively done 
runately associations. The publicity afforded to a case of this 
urt WM kind should go far towards converting the sceptics, whose 
mistake y is no doubt mainly due to their failure to realise the 
sched non temendous improvement which has taken place in the status 
nsayilg # the profession during the last sixty years—an improvement 
nced to largely due to the services rendered by the Bancrorts, Sir | 
“a ¥ Irvine and many others. 
m of hit ff Restitution after Nullity Proceedings. 
eam AN IMPoRTANT question arose before the President in Parkes 
a WParkes, 40 Times L.R. 42. A husband had unsuccessfully brought 
e poe proceedings against his wife based on the ground of alleged 
‘d wilful and habitual refusal of marital intercourse on his wife’s part. 
Fe. ther this allegation was well-founded or ill-founded did not 
ied, bat Mquire final decision, since the Court had held—no doubt 
: ie torrectly—that a decree of nullity is not obtainable for refusal of 
s is marital intercourse except where incompetence can be inferred 
Pn tm the refusal ; such incompetence may be either physical or 
ral Mtvous. But after the dismissal of the suit, the wife brought 


Moteedings for restitution of conjugal rights, and the objection was 
taken for the husband, (1) that she had disentitled herself from 
: restitution by her alleged previous refusal of marital 

affords Nights, and (2) that her claim was primé facie insincere since she 
) ch Mumably had no intention of permitting cohabitation in the 
. ent of her husband being willing to resume : Dizon v. Dixon, 


WLT. 394; Walter v. Walter, 1921, P. 302. In the event, the 









theatres in two towns, broke his contract with the plaintiff, | 
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President found in favour of the wife on the facts, namely, that 
refusal of cohabitation on her part (if it had-eccurred as alleged) 
had not been wilful or unreasonable, and granted the order 
required. But in addition, in the course of the argument and of 
his judgment, the President apparently took a view of the law 
which imposes on husbands what many persons will consider an 
intolerable hardship. He intimated his view that, even where a 
wife’s refusal of intercourse has been so unreasonable as to afford 
the husband just cause for refusal to live with her,she is still entitled 
toa locus penitentie, and may, on a change of mind, insist on his re- 
sumption of cohabitation. “ Itis not difficult,” said the President, 
“to conceive many cases in which a wife had been to blame for 
her husband’s leaving her, but circumstances had so completely 
changed that she might successfully present a petition for restitu- 
tion of conjugal rights.” This obiter dictum seems to set up a 
dangerous doctrine conferring on wives the power to disregard 
marital duty with perfect impunity, since they have always a 
locus penitenti@ in the event of the husband finally losing 
patience. It also seems very one-sided ; no one suggests that 
any similar locus penitentie should be afforded to a husband 
whose wife has claimed a separation order on the ground of his 
cruelty, desertion, or neglect to maintain her. 


Respites at Eleventh Hour. 

THE PUBLIC imagination has been greatly impressed by the 
respite, almost at the moment of execution, of the condemned 
prisoner in the Aldershot drummer-boy murder case. Respites 
are nowadays usually granted not later than the Sunday 
preceding the Tuesday on which, under existing Home Office 
Rules, capital execution takes place. This custom, however, 
is a very modern one. A hundred years ago, respites nearly 
always were granted while the prisoner was preparing for the 
scaffold ; the practice in London was to fix the day of execution 
as that succeeding the trial, and in the provinces to name a date 
which allowed just sufficient time for a messenger to reach 
London and return with the Royal clemency, if such were exercised 
on behalf of the person. The notorious JEFFREYS, during the 
Bloody Assizes, actually fixed the afternoon of the trial as the 
date of execution—but allowed a respite of a day if prisoners, 
before execution, “ used pen and paper to advantage,” 1.e., 
bribed him to escape sentence; Roscor’s “ Eminent Lawyers, 
Cabinet Encyclopedia,” at p.127. But this seems to have been 
an isolated form of cruelty. 


The House of Commons without a Speaker. 

A SMALL constitutional point arises whenever a new House of 
Commons meets for the first time, but it seems to have escaped 
the notice of writers. As on Tuesday last, as soon as the Commons 
return to their own house from the Lords, after His Majesty’s 
command to elect a Speaker, the Chief Clerk singles out a member 
to propose another for that post. But the Chief Clerk has no 
legal authority to confer this distinction; this procedure rests 
purely on custom. It is obviously convenient, but theoretically 
that distinguished official might call upon or, rather, point to, 
any member he chose. In fact, for a short time, the House is in 
the position of any promiscuous gathering convened for even 
the humblest purposes, which cannot proceed to its proper 
business until the chair is filled, by choice or by right ; hence, the 
only motion that can be made before this formality is that 
this formality do there and then take place. The dramatic 
little touch of the Clerk’s silent monstrare digito is odd, because 
he alone, it seems, of non-members, has the privilege of addressing 
the House from ‘within it, viz., when on the return from the 
Lords he ‘“‘ announces that the Commons . . . had been com 
manded to choose a Speaker” (in the words of Hansard, 19th 
February, 1835); this apparently is the only occasion when he 
has this privilege. So, too, if the election of Speaker is contested, 
though during debate he chooses all the speakers with the samé 
gesture as he chose the first, yet he necessarily acts and speaks: 
as chairman in putting the question. It is a convention, and a 


good one, that no Minister should propose the Speaker. : 











270 
——_ 


Purchaser's Liability for Interest 


when Completion Delayed. 


II. 
(Continued from p. 248.) 
In our last week’s issue we dealt with the following cases :— 
1. No provision tor interest, and no date for completion. 
2. No provision for interest, but date fixed for completion. 
3. Interest if completion delayed “ from any cause whatever.” 


The next case to be dealt with will be:— 
4.—OTHER THAN WiLFuL NeGLect oR DEFAULT ON THE 
PART OF THE VENDOR. 

We now come to the condition which has been the 
subject of more litigation than any other condition, namely, 
the one which provides that the purchaser shall pay interest 
if from any cause whatever other than wilful default on the part of 
the vendor the completion of the purchase shall be delayed 
beyond the date fixed by the contract. 

To relieve the purchaser from payment of interest under 
this clause he must prove (a) that the vendor has been 
in default ; (6) that such default has been wilful; and (c) that 
such wilful default has been the direct cause of the delay in 
completion. 








Speaking in general terms, the result of the cases would seem | 


to be that the vendor will be guilty of wilful default if his conduct, 
as judged either by his acts or his neglect, can be considered 


unreasonable from the point of view of the purchaser. In such case | Sti , 
| simply not to think about verifying it is not ‘ wilful.’” 


therefore the vendor cannot require the purchaser to pay interest 


during the period over which such acts or neglect extend. But | 
the fact that the vendor has made an honest mistake will not, | 
unless such mistake is persisted in after it has been pointed out, | 


prevent him obtaining interest from the purchaser ; nor will delay 


in completion arising from the state of the title excuse the | 


purchaser from paying interest, because the difficulties of the | 
law of real property and practice are so fully recognised by the | 


law, that the fact that a vendor did not know of a particular | 


defect in his title will not be deemed wilful default on his part. | 

It seems to be the better opinion that, where the vendor | 
cannot be considered as being guilty of wilful default within | 
the meaning of the cases, the purchaser will not be entitled 
to escape the payment of interest by appropriating the amount 
of the unpaid purchase money and giving notice to the vendor | 
thereof. 

It is now proposed to consider some of the most important 
of the cases which seem to support the above statement. 

In Re Young and Harston’s Contract, 1885, 31 Ch. D. 168, 
Lord Justice Bowen attempted in his judgment to give a 
definition of the words “ default” and “ wilful,” although he | 
did not claim that such definition would meet every possible 
case. As a matter of fact, in nearly every case which has | 
since come before the courts this definition has been referred to, | 
and there have had to be many twistings, if not contortions, 
to keep within the definition. The learned judge said“ default ” | 
is a purely relative term, just like negligence—it means nothing | 
more, nothing less, than not doing what is reasonable under the | 
circumstances—not doing something which you ought to do, | 
having regard to the relations which you occupy towards the 
other persons interested in the transaction. The other word | 
“ wilful.” As used in courts 


which it is sought to define is 
of law it generally implies nothing blameable, but merely that, | 
there being a person who is acting as a free agent, that which | 
has been done arises from the spontaneous action of his will. | 
It amounts to nothing more than this, that he knows what he is 
doing, and intends to do what he is doing, and is a free agent. 
The facts of the case on which the judgment was given were 


that the completion was fixed for an 8th September. The 
property was in mortgage and the draft conveyance was not | 
returned approved to the purchaser’s solicitor until the 6th of | 
September. On the 8th September the engrossment was sent to 


t 
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the vendor’s solicitors, but the vendor had gone abroad for} 
autumn holiday on the 6th September, and the engrosam 
executed by him was not returned until the 18th Septembs 
The mortgagees were also out of town, and the vendor’s solieif 
declined to incur the expense of a special messenger to prog 
execution by them and the purchase was not completed uj 
the 14th of October. It was held that the vendor, by his goim 
abroad two days before the time known by him to have beg 
fixed for the completion of the purchase, was guilty of “ will 
default.” Lord Justice Fry, in concurring, also said that th 
fact of the vendor’s solicitors declining to send a messenger 
his expense was an unreasonable and improper course to pur 
and that they were guilty of “wilful default ” in not doing . 
Another important case is Mayor of London and ter 
Contract, 1894, 2 Ch. 524, as it draws attention to an omi or 
in the above definition of the words, “ wilful defauk® og 
It was held that the rule contained in such definition df 
not apply in the case of an honest mistake or oversight 
the vendor. The honest oversight of the vendor in that 
consisted of his having neglected to look at his title deeds, 
the result that in the contract he mis-stated the title to partd 
the property, and this caused the delay in the completion dy gore 
the purchase. The majority of the court held that such ¢ | gre n 
sight amounted to “ default,” but not to “ wilful default 
Lord Justice LinDLEY made a useful contribution to the effort 
of the judges to arrive at a working definition of the won 
“ wilful defauit.” He said: ‘I do not propose to examine te 
words with scientific accuracy ; it is sufficient to observe thatte 
make up one’s mind not to verify a statement is ‘ wilful,’ 
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Another important point was decided in this case, namely, 
that to enable a purchaser to escape paying interest he mut 
prove that it was the wilful default of the vendor which was th 
effective cause of the delay in the completion of the purcham, 
and not only that it was one of the causes. 

As regards the exception of honest mistake or oversight d 
the vendor, Lord Justice Strrtine in Bennett v. Stone, 19%, 
1 Ch. 509, said that the decision in that case (Re Mayor of Lond 
and Tubb’s Contract) only covered the case of a mistake honestly 
made at first and not persisted in when called to the vendort 
attention. ‘‘ It is a different matter,” said he, “ where a ve 
has in the first instance been led through an honest mistake 
inadvertence into some act or omission which amounts 4 
default, but persists in it when it is called to his attention. It 
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attributable to mistake or inadvertence may become wilfall 
There is no doubt that this statement of law would be perfectly 
understandable provided that the mistake which the vendor 
persisted in was one which was an obvious and clear m 
But it is respectfully submitted that such a statement of lar 
would not be applicable where, as in that case, the question # 
issue was a difficult one, and the vendor had made every effom 
to come to a wise conclusion by first taking the opinion of cot 
on the matter. The learned judge seems to have taken it fi 
granted that because it ultimately turned out that the purchase 
had taken a mistaken view, he must be presumed to Ma 
known at the time that his view was a mistaken one, and th erelont 
one which he ought not to have persisted in. But the vew@ 
the purchaser might very well have turned out to be the We 
which was the mistaken one. The dissentient judge, 4m 
Justice Cozens-Harpy (who was not often wrong), in his judgment 
said: “‘ I cannot regard the view taken by the vendors, act 
under the advice of counsel, as to the proper form of the om 
veyance, to be other than an honest though mistaken n 
And it is thought that most lawyers will agree with his opi 
On the other hand, it has been laid down that, in const 
this condition, it must be borne in mind that the vendor ow 
a duty to the purchaser to do everything he reasonably cal 
expected to do to put himself into a position to complete 
purchase on the date fixed for completion, and that, if he 40 
not do so, he will be held guilty of “ wilful default.” eek 
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Re Hetling and Merton's Contract, 1893, 3 Ch. 269, the 
itors for the vendor were not ready to complete at the time 
‘sppointed in consequence of the insufficiency of a power of 
torney. In giving judgment, Lord Justice LinpLEy used the 












to pra following oft-quoted words: “ Whatever may be the lar 
leted Unt meani g of ‘ wilful default,’ whatever the expression ag 
y his g . dealing with other matters, it is now settled that moral 
have : ency, intentional delay, wilful obstruction on the part 
of “ wi fa vendor, may all be absent, and yet there may be wilful default 
d that ¢ his part disentitling him to interest under a contract such as 








-ssenge? aE that before us. If a vendor knows the material facts, knows that 
to pUrsig ME there are difficulties which it is his duty to overcome, knows 
t doing that he may not be able to overcome them by the time fixed 
md Tui for completion, and he fails to overcome them by that time, 


n omisgi : 
default, 


inition 


although no fresh unforeseen occurrence prevents him from doing 
so, the delay caused by such failure on his part is attributable 
to his wilful default in the sense in which that expression is used 








versight dM jn contracts of this description, and his right to interest during 
| that ¢ gch delay is excluded. The vendors here knew all the facts ; 
leeds, wih MM but they hoped that the power of attorney would enable them 
to partd Mi toremove the difficulty occasioned by the facts with which they 
pletion dM were fully acquainted. This hope and the mistake they made 
such over gre not enough to enable the court to hold that there was no 
_ defaalt" EM wilful default on their part.” 
the efforts Further examples of “ wilful default ” are the following :— 
the word “The omission to deliver any abstract whatever until after the 
ame time fix¢d for the completion would undoubtedly be such gross 
My : r ‘i negligence on the part of the vendor as would avoid the condition, 
foe and it was so held in Wallis v. Sarel, 1852, 5 De G. & 8. 429. 
° : In Re Wilson’s and Steven's Contract, 1894, 3 Ch. 546, the 
a mbject matter of the contract was of copyhold tenure, and the 
‘h - the vendor had omitted to procure certain necessary admittances 
a to enable him to convey the legal estate, and it was held that he 
purchate vas guilty of “wilful default.” 
ersight “In Re Earl of Strafford and Maples, 1896, 1 Ch. 235, Mr. Justice 
one, 19, Kekewicu decided that where a purchase cannot be completed 
of lel by the appointed day through the failure of the vendor to obtain 
e honest the concurrence of necessary parties, the vendor is guilty of 
> vou “wilful default.” 
oa vee Re Woods’ and Lewis’s Contract, decided in 1898, and Bayley- 
nistake or Ma MoMthington and Cohen’s Contract, decided in 1909, were decisions 
unts tos More particularly on the word “ default,” and will be found 
ation. hie? to under the next heading, but if a vendor cannot be 
originally held to have been “‘ in default,” he certainly cannot be considered 
e wilful’ M have been guilty of ‘‘ wilful default,” and therefore the reader 
_ perfectly may, in this connection, usefully refer to them. 


_ Bennett v. Stone, 1902, 1 Ch. 226; 1903, 1 Ch. 509, will be 
found a very useful case to refer to, as in the judgments most 
- ithe important cases are passed ip review, and the summary 
tthe result of the cases in the judgment of the judge in the lower 
court, Mr. Justice Bucktey (whose judgment was affirmed), 
Wa particularly good one. It is as follows; ‘“‘ The result of the 
_—" I think is this: that by the word ‘ wilful’ is meant 
‘Mat the vendor, being a free agent and in a position to do either 
‘Me of two acts, chooses to do the one and not to do the other ; 
hat ‘ default’ includes the case where the vendor, owing to the 
thaser the duty to act reasonably in all matters relating to 
Ompletion, does an act in breach of that duty. The vendor owes 
the purchaser, among other things, the duty of acquainting 
Mimself with all the material facts ; and it will be a breach of his 
» Mitty if, knowing the facts, lie elects to do an act which is not 
mable, or if he neglects to acquaint himself with the facts, and 
ently does an act which is not reasonable. It is not 
aéessary to show intentional delay or wilful obstruction ; but 
‘Recessary to show that the vendor has committed an act 























Wdefault. This is not satisfied byshowing that by mistake or 
ly can bem MeRight he has done something which he ought not, or has 
plete # itted to do something which he ought, to have done.” 

f he it v. Stone is also important in that it decided that there 
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of title. This point was dealt with by Lord Justice Coamys- 
Harpy in his judgment, in which he said, in effect, that there were 
at least three classes of objection or difficulty which might arise 
in completing a purchase. First, objections to the vendor's 
title ; second, objections to the evidence or proof of title ; and 
third, objections to the form of the conveyance; and that he 
saw no reason why, having regard to the difficulties incident to the 
law of real property and the practice of conveyancing, any such 
distinction should be drawn. 
The last point to mention is that, if the vendor is not guilty of 
wilful default within the meaning of the condition as construed 
by the courts, and therefore the purchaser has to pay interest; it 
seems to follow that he (the purchaser) will not be allowed. to 
relieve himself from payment by appropriating the purchase 
money by paying it into a bank or otherwise. As we haye already 
mentioned under heading (3), Mr. Justice Norru, in Re Riley to 
Streatfield, 1887, 34 Ch. D. 386, was of opinion that a purchaser 
cannot take the matter into his own hands and put an end to the 
definite contract to pay interest by anything he does, other than 
by completing the purchase and paying over the principal, __; 
(To be continued.) 
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The Titles of the Two Houses. of 


Parliament. 


No one, it seems, has ever traced the stages by which each? 
House of Parliament has got its present name. Yet much history 
is sunk in the proeess. 








The Lords’ journals: begin on 21st January, 1509: . they are, 


entirely in Latin till about 1593, when the vernacular creeps ins 
they soon become entirely English, except for a few formula,’ 
as they are now. But the’ Commons’ journals, which begiti’ 
on 18th November, 1547 (with ‘“‘ The Bill for bringing up of poor 
Mens Children ’’) have always beenin English. The Latin means, of. 


course, that for centuries the whole art and learning of Government > 


—the arcana imperii—have been ecclesiastical and aristocratic. 
So, too, we get, as we should now say, the Lords referring to the: 
Commons before the latter refer to the former, because thef 
Commons always go up, literally, to the Lords, who register, the, 
fact—and not vice versd. On the very first day Archbishop 
Warham, the Chancellor, made a speech, no doubt in English, 
in the Camera Magna to the “lo and commons”; by this’ 
date both these English words were in everyday use and the 
Latin merely translates them literally. And prelates, etc., go, 
down physically to the commons so that we soon hear (in Latin) 
of a ‘superior ” house and an ‘inferior’ house: but, this ‘cam 
only happen when the two bodies have begun to react on one 
another, for, for a long time,the “‘ inferior’’ is negligible.and géts 
no name because the ‘superior ” is not so called, There. were. 
not, in fact, Prof. Pollard tells us, two houses in the fourteenth 
century (when he says “ the earliest reference to a ‘* House of 
Lords’ occurs in the reign of Henry VIII,” he must meaf ‘in. 
Latin). ©; ps 
In 1465 Whethamstede, Abbot of St. Albans, died,. and. left, 
two registers of his Abbey, under 1453, and, perhaps in that year, 
he speaks (in Latin) of Bills brought into “‘ the lower house amon 
the commons,”’ and of others sent to the ‘‘ upper house.” Now? 
it is just in 1451, and not earlier, that the New English Dictionary 
cites from the Paston letters ‘‘ the lords spirit and tempo 
in this present Parlement.” This English phrase is adop 
and translated (‘lords by proceres) after a time in Henry 
Eighth’s reign, and has remained ever since. Oot 91 SR 
Then, too, we find, about 1574, men are chosen ‘“ from : 
upper house and the common house ”’;: Bills have been assen 
to by “ the commons and not yet by the lords,” and the lords 
speak of ‘“‘ the commons of the Kingdom ” or “ the common 
lower house ’’—all, of course, in Latin. A Roman would: nbdt 
have understood any of it. wet 
In 1572, Jéhn Vowel, ‘‘ alias Hooker” (as he calls e 
antiquary, and perhaps M.P. (if such an anachronism may bi 
pees) for Exeter, published “the Order and usage’ 
eeping of a Parliament,” and there he says that formerly ‘all 
the whole degrees of the lement sat togither in one, house,’, 
but now there are three houses, “ the higher house,.the I 
house, and the convocation house,’’ To him these B 
ordinary terms; but for one of them, he is beaten’ by" 
Chronicle in 1548, which has “‘ the commons of the lower house:'? 
(N.E.D.). That great authority gives “ all the os 





distinction between a mistake of conveyance and a mistake 






of men 
in the Parlament howse ” to 1545, and to 1568, which is very. 
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near Vowel’s date, ‘‘ The lordes of the upper house and the 

March, 1580, the 
“Commons protest in their journal about a “ Bill . . . dealt in by 
this house but nevertheless dashed by the Lords in the Higher 


common house assembled.”” And on 14t 


House.”’ On 22nd March, 1603, the Speaker addressing James I 


referred to ‘‘ the Lower House of Parliament,’’ but in a warrant 


he issued the same day he calls it “the Commons House of 
Parliament.”” James himself, in a proclamation of 1621, says, 
*““We ourselfe came in person unto the Higher House of 
Parliament,” and in a letter to the Speaker of that year he 
speaks of ‘‘ the House of Commons ” (N.E.D.)—the first time we 
get that name. It soon “caught on.” In 1641, W. Petyt 
ublished ‘‘ Speeches and Passages of this Great and Happy 
arliament "’ ; we have on 3rd November, 1640, the Lord Keeper’s 
Speech “in the Upper Hotse of Parliament ”’ to the Lords and 
‘the House of Commons ”’; and on 16th November, 1640, ‘‘ The 
King’s speech to both Houses of’ Parliament ’—apparently so 
called for the first time—*‘ in the Lords House.” 

Once the language had got ‘‘ House of Commons,” the counter- 
part was sure to come, and soon we get the modern combination : 
** A Protestation to be entered in the House of Lords by Consent 
of the House of Commons ”’—in the latter’s journal of 12th May, 
1621. But the Lords do not return the compliment ; on that 
date they use the phrase ‘‘ House of Commons,” but do not speak 
of themselves as the House of Lords. There is some variation at 
first. On 2nd February, 1648, the Commons resolve to take 
“into Consideration and Debate the House of Lords,” but four 
days later they carry a resolution about ‘‘ the House of Peers in 
Parliament.”” On 2nd February, 1645, Charles himself had 
addressed a letter to “the Speaker of the House of Peers pro 
tempore,”’ and Grey of Wark, in reply, uses that title, and D’Ewes 
tells us that in 1646 he addressed the same temporary official 
in the same way. 

Scobell sets out an Act (of the Commons only) on 19th March, 
1648, which speaks of the ‘“‘ House of Lords in Parliament ” and 
“the House,”’ é.e., the place, ‘‘ called the Lords House.” But 
practically since 1621 the names of the two Houses by which we 
know them to-day have been household words? 

As for “‘ Parliament ” itself, everybody knows that it comes 
from parler, but does everybody know that that common word 
is at bottom parabolare, from the same Greek as our “ parable ” ? 
Parlement was good French for talk as early as the eleventh 
century ; it got into our country in the early thirteenth century 
in a (low) Latin dress meaning colloquy or parley; then put on 
its old French vesture again and was so christened in that 
language for all time by a statute in 1275. The schoolboy who 
thought that Parliament was partly derived from mentir has 
been a godsend to critics, but it has not hitherto been conceived 

as the home of parables. H.C. 








Reviews. 


A Cope oF THE LAW OF ACTIONABLE DEFAMATION. Second 
Edition, by GEoRGE SPENCER BoweER, one of His Majesty’s 
Counsel, a Master of the Bench of the Inner Temple. Butter- 
worth & Co. 42s. net. 


Mr. Spencer Bower's text-book on Defamation is one of 
some half-dozen law-books of our own generation which possess 
such qualities of scholarly exposition as to have earned the 
reputation of a classic. It is in fact a most remarkable triumph 
of mingled erudition, literary skill and juridical analysis. It 
takes one of the oldest and most anomalous forms of common law 
tort, and endeavours so to arrange its subject-matter as to re- 

roduce all existing rules and exceptions in the form of a code. 
This is a task of great difficulty, of far greater difficulty than 
is involved in the consolidation of statute law into a codifying 
enactment, such as the Bankruptcy or the Companies Acts, 
and likewise much more laborious than the task of re-stating 
some branch of the Law Merchant: say, the Sale of Goods or 
Bills of Exchange, in such a form. Vet Mr. Spencer Bower 
is generally recognized among Common Law practitioners as 
having achieved worthily the aim he set out to compass. 

There are different views, the author himself points out, 
as to how much a code should attempt. Some think it should 


be limited to what Bacon called the Summa Axgiomata or Leges 


Others think it should give -full details, as does the 
Others again would like it to 
add examples by way of illustration; this strange feature 
actually appears in the Indian Code of Contract Law! A via 
media, clearly, is necessary between these widely conflicting 
views. He who sets out to obey the maxim, quicquid praecipies, 
esto brevis, is apt to forget the equally important counter-maxim, 
brevis esse Por obscurus fio. Perhaps the best rules yet 


Legum. 


laid down for guidance of the codifier are those which the author 


quotes from Bacon’s “ Maxims of Law.’”’ Dogmas should not be 
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“ set down like short daily oracles,” but should be accompa 
by “a clear and picuous exposition.” Failing this fj 
are “ but as proverbs, and many times plain fallacies.” “fT 
rule, as all others that are very general, is but a sound in the aig? 
A student of the fontes who ignores the rivuli, to adapt ap 
expression of Sir Edward Coke, cannot be sound in pri 
Bearing this maxim in mind, the scholarly author has ad 
an ingenious plan. He has comp) the law into sixty-f 
propositions, set out in large print. Upon these he comments, 
with illustrations and reference to the reported auth i 
in small print of some ten times the extent of the Code itself, 
And to the Code he adds yo igre of almost equal | 
discussing with ingenuity and learning almost every di : 
principle involved in the text and commentary, e.g., “Fair 
Comment” and “ Volenti non fit Injuria.” This ( 
edition brings up to date, as regards reported decisions, a 
of extraordinary interest. 


Interpretation of Documents. 





| capacity. 
| grammatical meaning of the words used, ‘‘ unless that would 








CARDINAL RULES OF LEGAL INTERPRETATION. Collected and 
arranged by EDWARD BEAL, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Thin 
Edition, by A. E. RANDALL, Barrister-at-Law- 
Sons, Ltd. £2 net. 

Courts of law are the intermediaries between words and facts, 
and this book—one of the most interesting and useful which 
a lawyer can have in bis library—shows how they act in this 
Their primary function is to take the ordinary and 


lead to some absurdity, or some repugnance or inconsi 
with the rest of the instrument, in which case the gram 
and ordinary sense of the words may be modified so as to 
avoid that absurdity and inconsistency, but no further.* Such 
is the golden rule for construing all written engagements which 
was cited by Lord Wensleydale in Grey v. Pearson, 6 H.L0, 
p. 106, and quoted by Lord Blackburn in Caledonian Ry. Co, 
v. North British Ry. Co., 6 App. Cas., p. 131, and the present 
work is, in effect, a development of this rule, and an attempt te 
show how it is applied under varying circumstances. For 
instruments are of different kinds—contracts, deeds, mercantile 
instruments, statutes, wills—and under each the relevant con- 
siderations for applying the rule with its necessary qualifications 
are considered. At the outset there isa discussion of the nature, 
use and authority of legal decisions, the rule being emphasized 
that ‘‘the use of decided cases is the establishment of some 
principle which the Court can follow out in deciding the case 
before it.” ‘It is,” as was said by James, L.J., in Merryy, 
Nickalls, L.R. 7 Ch. p. 750, ‘‘ the principle of this decision by 
which we are bound, not a mere rule that in exactly the same 
circumstances we are to arrive at the same conclusion.”’ a 
And emphasis is laid on the importance of adhering to decisions 
of long standing—stlare decisis. ‘“‘It is extremely dangerous 
to shake the authority of decided cases,” per Lord Ellenborough,. 
C.J., in Morrison v. Kymer, 2 M. & S. p. 312. The whole of 
Part I on Case Law is full of interest. Then follows Part 0, 
giving the Rules of Legal Interpretation applicable to all instru- 
ments, and subsequent parts of the book deal in succession with 
the interpretation of the various classes of instruments mentioned 
above. The question, often arising in practice, of the effect of 
contemporaneous exposition, and of the subsequent acts and 
declarations of the parties, js usefully treated under Contracts 
at pp. 137 et seq., especially with reference to the leading case 
of Hastings v. North Eastern Ry. Co., 1900, A.C. 260, and as to 
ancient deeds, see this book at p. 219; and at p. 143 is given the 
‘*Golden Rule,” as enunciated somewhat differently from that 
quoted above, by Bramwell, B., in Fowell v. Tranter, 3 H. & C. 
p- 461. The rule as to repugnancy—that the first words ina 
deed and the last words in a will must prevail—is cited from 
Doe v. Biggs, 2 Tant., p. 113, per Lord Mansfield, with the addition 
of the contirmation of the rule as to deeds in the recent case 
Forbes v. Git, 1922, 1 A.C. p. 259. t 
Parliament cannot be admitted for construing a statute is dis- 
cussed at pp. 329 et seg.,and that statutory fictions—that A is to be 
deemed require strict construction is shown at p. 479. The 
interpretation of wills isa thing apart. The Courts refuse, as far 


as possible, all judicial precedent, and yet—look at “ Jarman ”’! No — 


branch of the law is more ked with decisions. This is a 
interesting part of the book. Mr. Randal? is to be congratulate 
on having found so congenial a task ot editorship. 


Bankruptcy. 


Tue Bankruptcy Act, 1914, AND THE DEEDs OF ARRANGEMENT / 


Act, 1914, with the Rules, Forms, Scales. of Costs, &., &9 
and a Special Appendix of Notes and Forms for Practical Use) — 
&., &. With a Commentary thereon by C. TINDALE Davee 
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~ Barrister-at-Law, and J. R. J. Jounston, 1.8.0., Chief Bank- 
“guptcy Clerk, Board of Trade. Being the Eighth Edition of 

the original Commentary by His Honour Judge CHALMERS 

and the late Epwin Hover. Waterlow & Sons, Ltd. 31s. 6d. 
net. 

. Without detracting from the value of the annotations in 
this book, it is permissible tosay that not the least of its attractions 





1922, is not yet in force, ss. 16 and 180, which will materially 
second aflect the title to land of a bankrupt, are printed. This clear 

work tment of the statute law is a great convenience. The 
utility of the notes is also illustrated by the note to s. 54 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1914, with respect to me orders on dis- 
daimer, in regard to which Re Finley, 21 Q.B.D. 475, and Ez parte 

3 : Re Holmes, 1908, 2 K.B. 812, are leading cases; and by 
the note, at pp. 85 «t seq., as to the application in bankruptey of 


nment, the practitioner is the very clear form in which it presents the 
horities, of the Statutes and Rules ; and also the forms required in 
e itself, Bescaptcy proceedings and the scales of costs. It also gives 
1 ® the provisions still in force of the Bankruptcy Acts, 1883 to 1913, 
diffi I andof the Debtors Act, 1869. And, although the Law of Property 








ed and the joint and separate estate of ace The new editors have 
Third this well-known work on bankruptcy before the profession 

ons and ayery useful and reliable form. 

d facts, 

hich Books of the Week. 
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ry and Landlord and Tenant.—Woodfall’s Law of Landlord and 
- would t, with a full Collection of Precedents and Forms of Pro- 
i cedure. 21st Edition. By AUBREY JOHN SPENCER, Barrister- 
natinl ff selaw. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. Stevens &Sons,Ltd. 50s. net. 





. as to Torts.—The Law of Torts: a Treatise of the English Law of 
‘Such liability for Civil Injuries. By Sir JoHN SALMonD, a Judge of 
; which the Supreme Court of New Zealand. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 
H.L.O,, 80s. net. 

ty: Cow. @ovenants Relating to Land.—The use of Land as affected 
resent Covenants and Obligations not in the form of Covenants. 
mptto @ By J.C. V. Bewan, M.A., LL.D. (Melb.), M.A., B.C.L. (Oxon.) 
cam tt HB Sweet & Maxwell, Lid.” 15s. net. 

it con- Fisheries.—The Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act, 1923, 


and the Rivers Pollution Prevention Acts. With Notes and 
Introduction. By Husert Stuart Moore, F.S.A., Barrister- 
ai-Llaw. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 21s. net. ; 


Li 






















; some Agricultural Holdings.—Jackson’s Agricultural Holdings, 
e case being the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1923, and The Allotments 
erry Y. Act, 1922. With Introduction and Explanatory Notes and 
ion by a — — a “ies on Tenant Right Valuation. 
- same - HANBURY AGGs, -A., LL.M.,_ Barrister-at-Law. 

; Edition. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 11s. 6d. net. ry 
cisions  Contracts.—Contracts of Sale C.I.F. (Cost, Insurance, Freight). 
gerous By A.B. Kennepy, K.C. Stevens & Sons, Ltd. 7s. 6d. net. 
rough, | Mental Science.—Man’s Mental Evolution, Past and Future. 
ole of an Expansion of a Paper read before the Ethological 
art Il, Society, 9th April, 1923. By Harry CAMPBELL, M.D., F.R.C.P. 
— | pai Tindall & Cox. 3s. 6d. net. 

; w Notes’? Year Book, 1924.—An Alphabetical Digest 
i on = Statutes, Rules, Orders and Cases of the Year 1923. 
s and — 
tenel “Law Notes ”” Year Books, 1921-2-3. In One Vol. The “Law 
: case Notes” E ublishing Office. 
| as to 
en the 
n that C 
8G orrespondence. 

S ao .. 3 . 

from Transfer of Shares by an. Executor to Himself. 
ey (fo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. ] 
tes in §,—I am very much obliged by your comments on p. 244 of 
3 dis- ; issue, but I appear to have misled you. My letter, you 
; to be Mil see, states that, in Re Hackney Pavilion, the executrix had, 






ly to tendering a transfer from herself as executrix, to 
as an individual, registered the probate of her testator. 
mthis means in practice is, that the probate was presented and 
ote of the death of the deceased, the date of the probate, and 
~ename and address of the proving executrix was made by the 
hy on its share register, and a note put on the probate 
it had been produced to the company, and the probate was 
mn returned to the executrix. 

+he position then was that the company could act on e# transfer 
» Me executrix to someone else, as s. 29 expressly gives this power 








Lise 












MENT nsfer, as if she had been a member of the company when she 
, ben d the transfer. My case is that an executor does not want 
| Use, fer to someone else, but wishes to get on the ister of 





} com in his personal capacity. See ‘ Palmer,” 
1027-59, Vol. I, 12th ed. me : 
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I submit that the proper practice is for an executor to make a 
definite request to be registered as a member personally, and 
to agree to be bound by the conditions of the company’s con- 
stitution, which is equivalent to what every transferee agrees 
on executing the usual form of transfer. The document which 
is generally in use is, I submit, quite sufficient, as it is a definite 
request, by the only person the company can recognise, to take 
the place of the deceased shareholder. I have accepted hundreds 
of such requests, and I have never been a y to registering 
any trust on any company’s register, of which I am a director. 
I have to let charging orders, etc., be registered but I always 
— s. 27 long before Re Saunders, 1908, 1 Ch. 415, was 

ecided. 

The whole point I am dealing with is the case of an executor 
who is not on the register, though his testator’s death and probate 
have been noted. If these had not been noted the company 
vos be without the requisite evidence to deal-with the matter 
at ° 

It is the custom for articles of association to provide that 
the dividends on shares, registered in the name of a deceased 
holder, can be retained until his representatives either transfer 
the shares, or become registered themselves as shareholders. 
All well-managed companies insist on this article being observed, 
so as to get_a clean register. If is obvious that, where shares 
not fully paid-up are dealt with, this is very necessary, as the 
executors, by registration of the probate, do not become share- 
holders, and the deceased’s estate might be administered, and 
the company might, if a call had to be made, find great difficulty 
in enforcing it. 
80, Coleman Street, 

London, E.C.2. 

8th January. 


E. T. HArRGRAVES. 


[Perhaps Mr. Hargraves will allow us time to consider his 


further letter.—Ep. S.J.] 


ahi 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 
House of Lords. 


GRAHAM JOINT STOCK SHIPPING CO. v. MERCHANTS MARINE 
INSURANCE CO. 18th December. 
INSURANCE—MARINE—SuIp SCUTTLED—CONNIVANCE OF OWNER 

—PosITION OF MorTGAGEE—NOo DIRECT INTEREST IN PoLicy 

—INTEREST ONLY DERIVATIVE—MARINE INSURANCE ACT, 

1906, s. 50 (2). 

The owner of a steamship took out a marine insurance policy 
on the steamer with ‘the respondents. During the currency of the 
policy the steamer was scutiled with the connivance of the owner. 
The appellants were innocent mortgagees of the ship, and alleged 
that they were fully interested in the policy as mortgagees and 
claimed against the underwriters for the loss. 

Held, that the mortgagees were not parties to the contract of 
insurance, and took merely a derivative interest in it from the 
owner, whose wrongful act debarred them from recovering. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the Court of Appeal, 
67 Sox. J. 366, reversing a judgment of Greer, J. The appellants 
advanced money to the owner of a ship on an agreement by him 
to execute a mortgage of the ship in favour of the appellants. 
There was also an undertaking by the owner to insure the ship, 
and to keep her insured, and that the policy of insurance should 
be suitably indorsed in favour of the. mo and should 
be held to the mortgagee’s order to the extent of their interest 
therein, and the owner appointed the mortgagees to be his 
irrevocable attorneys to sue on the policy in his name. A 
policy was taken out by certain brokers on behalf of the owner, 
and the brokers wrote to the mortgagees that the insurance had 
been effected, and that at the request of the owner they were 
holding the policy to the order of the mo to the extent 
of their interest in the ship. During the currency of the policy 
the ship was intentionally scuttled with the assent and on the 
authority of the owner. The mortgagees brought this action 
on the policy, and Greer, J., gave judgment for them for the 
full amount of the pose. is decision was reversed by the 
Court of Appeal, and*the mortgagees now appealed to the House, 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR said that the only question as 
on this appeal was whether the policy of insurance upon which 
this action was brought was effected by the owner of the vessel 
and by his authority assigned to the appellants as his mortgagees 
or whether it was effected on behalf of the owner and the mort- 

. If the former was the case, then as the vessel was 
ound to have been thrown away by the authority of the owner, 
the appellants claiming under him could not recover upon 
policy. But if the policy was effected on behalf of the mort- 
gagees as well as on be of the owner so that the mortgagees 
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were directly insured, then it would have to be considered 


whether they could recover upon the policy, notwithstanding 


the fraud of the owner. In December, 1919, the owner created 
a charge upon the ship in favour of the appellants to secure a 
large sum advanced by them to him. he deed of charge 
made no mention of insurance, but it was a term of the deed 
that the owner should in due course execute in favour of the 
mortgagees a formal mortgage containing such clauses and 
conditions as in the opinion of the mortgagees or their legal 
advisers should be necessary or advisable for their protection. 
In May, 1920, a Mr. Mango, who held a power of attorney for 
the owner, instructed J. W. Hobbs & Co., who were insurance 
brokers, to insure the ship against sea risks for twelve months 
from her arrival at Newcastle. The brokers accordingly got 


the risk underwritten by the respondents and others, and-on | 
the 18th May they wrote to the appellants that they had effected | 


the insurance and were holding the policy to the appellants’ 
order to the extent of their interest. 


of not less than the amount of the loan from time to time out- 


standing, and should be kept*so insured during the currency | 


thereof. If the above documents stood alone, the inference 


would be irresistible that the insurance was effected on behalf | 


of the owner, and that the title of the appellants rested on an 


equitable assignment from him effected by the covenant and | 


the letter of May, 1920.. The instructions to insure were given 
by Mango, the owner’s agent, on the owner’s behalf, and it was at 


The fact that the analysis is commercially impracticable is ig 
a ‘‘reasondble excuse’? within s. 6, 8-s. (1) (a) of the Act, for th 
omission to give the invoice. 


Appeal from the Divisional Court. The plaintiffs sold to th 
defendant ten tons of a certain mixture as a fertiliser of the gj 
under the name of “salvage.” The mixture consisted of th 
sweepings of the holds of ships which had brought from abroaj 


slag, and other artificial manures. The holds of such ships 
were occasionally swept out, and the sweepings sold by manup 
manufacturers under the name of “salvage” as a fertilizer of 
the soil. It was the custom of the trade to sell the mixtuy 





In July, 1920, the owner | 
executed a form of mortgage of the ship to the appellants to | 
secure the amount which was owing to them, and this mortgage | 
contained a covenant that the ship should be insured at the | 
expense of the owner against all risks of every kind to the extent | 


without analysis and without giving the purchaser any invoig 
showing the percentages of the chemical ingredients contained 
in-it; but it was well known by purchasers of “ salvage ” 


it consisted of the sweepings of the holds of ships, and the stu” 


was sold at a much lower price than that of properly invoicgd 
manures. Owing to the fact that the cargoes of different 
consisted of different commodities, and that the collection of 
sweepings of the various ships would require so much mi 
before a fair sample of the bulk could be obtained for the p 

of analysis, the mixture when analysed could only be sold a 
prohibitive price, and it was commercially impracticable to give 
such an invoice as the statute required. The plaintiffs brought 
an action in the New Malton, Yorkshire, County Court to recover 
the price of the ‘ salvage.” The defendant contended that 
owing to the plaintiffs’ omission to give the invoice required 
s. 1, s-s. (1) of the Act, the sale was illegal and that the plain 
could not recover the price. The county court judge held that 
the plaintiffs had a ‘‘ reasonable excuse ” within s. 6, s-s. (1) @ 
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his request that the brokers informed the appellants that they | 
held the policy to their order to the extent of their interest. 
The premium was paid by the owner and there was no evidence 
that the appellants took any part in the transaction of insurance. | 
But there was one piece of oral evidence that required considera- 
tion. When Mr. P. J. Hobbs, a member of the firm of J. W. 
Hobbs & Co., was asked the question, ‘‘ When you insured | 
the ship, whom did you intend to cover?” his answer was 
** Whomsoever might be concerned.” It was urged on behalf | 
of the appellants that this answer was sufficient to show that | 
Hobbs & Co., when they entered into the contract of insurance 
with the respondents, intended to and did contract as agents 
not only for the owner but also for the appellants, and that as 
the appellants had adopted the contract by suing upon it, there 
was enough to give them a separate contractual interest upon | 
which they could sue. He did not think that that was the 
true effect of the evidence. The policy in this case was not, 
as in the usual Lloyd’s policy, effected by the broker “in the 
name of every person to whom the same may or shall appertain 
in part orin all.” It was effected by the brokers for themselves 
as sean. and the question was, on whose behalf they, as agents, | 
entered into the contract. Hobbs & Co. had no authority other | . 
than to insure as agents for the owner. He did not think that | contended for by the véndor, he had established that he had 
the inference to be drawn from their own letter could possibly | reasonable excuse for not delivering the statutory invoice. I 
be displaced by a vague oral statement made two years later | think, therefore, that that point was before the Divisional Court 
when the position of the parties was in dispute. The Court | 4nd is before us, although it does not appear to have been insisted 
of Appeal was right in setting aside Mr. Hobbs’ answer, and in | upon in the Divisional Court. The whole point, in my opinion, 
accepting the documents as the only reliable evidence, and if so, | turns upon what is the true construction of the statute, an there 
the appellants were not independently insured. The appeal | are two material sections, s. 1, s-s. (1), and s. 6, 5-8. (1) (@), 
failed, and should be dismissed with costs. Section 1 provides : . Every person who sells for use as a fertiliser 
Lords H ah Sen ce ‘Ochee iP : d | of the soil, any article which has been imported from abroad, 
C Orgs HALDANE, BINLAY, SUMNER and FARMOOR concurred.— | hal) give to the purchaser an invoice stating the name of the 
OUNSEL: Sir John Simon, K.C., Jowitt, K.C. and James article, and what are the respective percentages (if any) of 
Dickinson ; R. A. Wright, K.¢ m and. Claughton Scott, K.C. | nitrogen, soluble phosphates, insoluble phosphates, and potash, 
SoLicrtors : Thomas Cooper & Co. ; Pritchard & Sons. | contained in the article, and the invoice shall have effect as @ 
[Reported by S. E. WiuLtaMs, Barrister-at-Law.] warranty to the seller that the actual percentages do not differ 
from those stated in the invoice, beyond the prescribed limits of 
error.” The first point to determine is the question of fact 
| whether this salvage is a fertiliser within *the meaning of the 
| statute, and, in my opinion, the decision of the learned judge on 
that point was right; it is obviously a fertiliser because 
it complies with all the conditions of the section in thab 
respect. The second point is that the section is imperative 
and requires the giving of the statutory invoice, and, when 
given, it forms part of the contract, because the sect 
provides that the invoice shall have effect as a w sty 
to the seller. Now suppose the vendor and purchaser hi 
inserted a stipulation in the contract itself, that no invole 
should be demanded or required, giving either the name of 
article or the respective percentages of its contents, I ¢ 
conceive it possible to contend that if such a contract wet 
entered into, it would be other than illegal, under the ray 












of that Act for not giving the invoice, and that the sale was 
therefore legal and he gave judgment for the plaintiffs. On 
appeal, the judges of the Divisional Court differed in opinion 
and the defendant appealed to the Court of Appeal. 

BANKEs, L.J.: This appeal raises what is a serious and 
important question under the Fertilisers and Feeding Stuffs Act 
of 1906. In reference to one point that has been made, I wish to 
say this: it is quite plain that there can be no appeal froma 
county court except on a matter of law, and the point of law must 
be taken in the county court; but there is no necessity that the 
point shall be taken either by one party or the other party ; itis 
quite sufficient if it is taken by the Judge himself ; the only reason 
for the requirement being that the point of law should have been 
before the learned judge, so that his attention was directed to it, 
and he should have had the opportunity of giving a decision hs 
the point. Again, with reference to a note of the point, it 
been clearly laid down that an application for a note is nota 
condition precedent, provided that a note is taken of the point; 
that is quite sufficient. Here the learned judge’s notes do not 
clearly indicate, in my opinion, that a question of law, among 
others, was raised as to whether or not, on the view of the statute 
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Court of Appeal. 


ANDERSON LIMITED v. DANIEL. No.2. 25th October. 


FERTILISERS—SALE OF SALVAGE AS A FERTILISER*—CONTRACT— 
LEGALITY—No INVOICE SHOWING PERCENTAGES OF CHEMICAL | 
INGREDIENTS—CUSTOM OF THE TRADE—REASONABLE EXCUSE | 
—FERTILISERS AND FEEDING Strurrs Act, 1906, 6 Edw. 7, | 
c. 27, s. 1, s-s. (1), s. 6, s-s. (1) (a). 


The provisions of the Fertilisers and Feeding Stuffs Act, 1906, | 
requiring the vendor of a fertiliser which has been subjected to any 
artificial process in the United Kingdom, or which has been imported 
from abroad, to give to the pilrchaser an invoice stating the name of 
the article and the respective percentages (if any) of certain chemical 
ingredients contained in the article, apply to the sweepings, known 
as salvage, from the holds of ships which have carried chemicals. 
The giving of the invoice is imperative, and the omission to give it 
not merely renders the vendor liable to a penalty, but also renders 
the contract of sale illegal, and the seller cannot sue for the price. 


terms of s. 1, s-s. (1). But when one comes to the 0 

case of & sale in which no mention was made of an invoice 
all, when it is a sale merely stating the nature of the goo 
or description of the goods and the quantity and the prieé 
it is obvious that the compliance with the statute must come” 
if at all, at some date subsequent to the making of the con z 
and a great point has been made here because it has been i 
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it was a perfectly valid contract at the time it was made, an 
not become illegal because the vendor fails to do some- 

thing that the statute requires him to do subsequently. I will 
deal with that point in a moment, but taking such a case, where 
the contract at the time it is made has no reference to an invoice, 
it is necessary then to read the provisions of s. 6 in conjunction 
with the provisions of s. 1, because one finds in s. 6 that if any 
nm who sells an article for use as a fertiliser of the soil or 

for cattle or poultry commits any of the following offences, 
namely, fails without reasonable excuse to give on or before 
or as soon as possible after, the delivery of the article, the invoice 
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that in those circumstances, the contract itself is not illegal— | him afforded any excuse at all, reasonable or otherwise ; because 
d | it seems to me quite plain that the statute is directed to the 
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| sale of articles which may be incapable of analysis, just as much, 


| and perhaps more than, those which are difficult of analysis, 


or are commercially unprofitable to analyse. It seems to me 


| that the fertiliser which is incapable of analysis is, of the three 


classes, the one which the Legislature is most likely to provide 
protection against. Now here, all that was said was, that 
this salvage, in order to get a fair analysis of the bulk, would 


| require to be mixed up so often that it would be commercially 


required by this Act—and I think that that clearly points to | 
| what this salvage consists of ; it may consist all of one of these 


the construction that what the statute requires in reference 
to the invoice is, that it must be given, not at the time of the 


gale, but on, or before, or as soon as possible after the delivery -‘ 


af the article, and the offence contemplated by the statute in 
reference to the non-giving of invoices, is the failure to give 
on, or before, or as soon as possible after, the delivery of the 
article. Now the statute may, in the first event I have referred 
to, render the contract itself illegal; that is the case where 
the parties have inserted a condition that no invoice is to be 
iven. Further, I read the statute as requiring that where 
sale in itself, in the first instance, is a perfectly legal and 
yalid sale, it requires that sale to be performed in a particular 
manner, and prohibits performance in any other manner. Hence, 
if a vendor seeks to perform his contract in any other than 
the statutory manner, he cannot recover the price of the article 
if the purchaser refuses to pay it. Now I think that there is 
authority for that proposition, and I propose to refer to two 
cases Only on that point. Before dealing with that, I would 
deal with the proposition which I understood was put forward, 
that because this is a statute which provides for a penalty in a 
certain event, the enforcement of the penalty is the only remedy 
contemplated by the statute for the infringement of its 
In reference to that I refer to what Buckley, J., said in one of 
the moneylending cases: The Victorian Daylesford Syndicate 
Tid. v. Dott, 1905, 2 Ch. 624; 54 W.R. 231. He says at p. 629, 
“The next question is whether the Act is so expressed that the 
contract is prohibited so as to be.rendered illegal. There 
if no question that a contract which is prohibited, whether 
expressly or by implication, by a statute is illegal and cannot 
be enforced.”” His lordship read the rest of the passage, con- 
cluding ‘‘ The whole purpose is the protection of the public.” 


| purchaser the amount stipulated for in the contract. 


unprofitable to go to the expense of analysing it, because you 
could not, after its analysis, sell it at_a profit. Now just consider 
what that means. If I may use the expression, it is quite a toss up 


ingredients, or nine-tenths of one of them, or half of one of them, 
or a portion of each one of the four; and its real value would 
depend on how much of the more valuable of these constituent 
articles it possesses ; and it seems to me just the case that the 
statute intended to hit. Here are people selling stuff as a 
fertiliser which, on their own showing, it is not commercially 


| worth while to analyse for the purpose of giving the purchaser 
| any indication either as to its fitness for the purpose for which it 


is sold, or as to its value for the purpose for which it is sold, or as 


| to whether the price is, or is not, exorbitant, or fitted to the value 


of the constituent articles. In my opinion, the learned judge 
ought not to have, and could not in law have, come to the 


| conclusion that there was any excuse at all for failing to deliver 


an invoicein this case; and therefore, giving the vendor the benefit 
of the construction which would in this case read s. 1 and s. 6 
together, in my opinion he failed to carry out his contract in the 


| only way in which the statute allowed it to be carried out; and 


under those circumstances he cannot claim to recover from the 
I think that 


| the appeal must be allowed, with costs here and below. 


rovisi ons. | 
| —-COUNSEL : 


In my opinion, that language applies directly to this case. This | 
isa case in which the penalty being imposed for the protection of | 
the public, the party to the contract is entitled to enforce any | 
civil remedy that he may have, or take any point in reference to | 


the illegality of the contract. 
with is Mr. Macaskie’s contention, that in order to succeed, the 
—, must prove that the contract was illegal ab initio. 

do not, for the reason I have stated, think that is necessary if 
the purchaser can show that the vendor has failed to perform 
the contract in the only way in which the statute allows it to be 
performed. Little v. Poole, 1829, 9 B. & C. 192, was a case 
very like this. 


The other point I wish to deal | 


ScruTTon and ATKIN, L.JJ., concurred in allowing the appeal. 
Paley Scott; N. L. C. Macaskie. So.tctrors: 
Elland, Nettleship & Butt, for Arthur Wood & Wright, York ; 
Bell, Brodrick & Gray, for Arthur A. Hall, Malton. 


[Reported by T. W. Moeaan, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


BRIMELOW v. CASSON and Others. Russell, J. 8th, 9th and 
12th November; 10th, 11th and 21st December. 


ConTRACT — ProcurInNG BREACH — JUSTIFICATION — TRADES 
Disputes Act, 1906, 6 Edw. 7, c. 47, ss. 3 and 5. 


Interference with contractual rights by a protection committee repre- 
senting varieus actors’ associations, for the purpose of preventing an 
actor-manager from employing chorus girls at so low a wage that it was 
practically impossible for them to live decently, by inducing theatre 
owners either to break their contracts with or to refuse to enter into 


| contracts with such theatrical manager, 


The section which was relied on in support 


of the plea of the illegality of the conduct of the vendor provided | 


the delivery of the coal should be accompanied by a meter’s 
ticket, and Bayley, J., says, at p. 202, in reference to the proper 


construction to be put upon the contract, “ The object of the | 


Legislature will be best effected, therefore, by holding that 
the seller shall not recover the value of his coals where he does 
hot cduse to be delivered to the purchaser, a ticket signed by the 
meter, pursuant to the provisions of the Act of Parliament.” 


He, therefore, clearly indicates that where a person fails to | 
orm the contract in the only way in which the statute says | 


may be performed, he is in exactly the same position as if 
the contract had been illegal and void ab initio, and Parke, J., 
Says, at p. 203, ‘“‘ The provision which requires that the meter 
shall be a party to the vendor’s ticket, which is to contain a 
description of the quality of the coals, is a regulation intended 
to protect the purchaser ; and that being so, according to Law v. 
, 1809, 11 East, 300, the plaintiff cannot recover.” 

See also the dictum of Collins, M.R., in Bonnard v. Dott, 1906, 


Held to be justified. 


The principles upon which such interference is held justified, as 
laid down in Glamorgan Coal Co. v. South Wales Miners’ 
Federation, 1903, 2 K.B. 545, applied. 


This was an action by a theatrical manager against certain 
members of a committee formed by representatives of the five 
associations who looked after the affairs of persons engaged in the 
theatrical calling, namely (1) the Association of Touring Managers, 
(2) the Variety Artists’ Federation, (3) the Actors’ Association, 
(4) the Musicians’ Union, and (5) the National Association of 
Theatrical Employees, and one Kennedy. The plaintiff asked 
for an injunction to restrain the defendants, their servants and 
agents, from procuring or inducing, or conspiring or combining 


| or attempting to procure any person to break any contract with 


1 Ch. 740, where, in reference to s. 1 of the Moneylenders | 


- Act, 1900, which provides, as in this case, that a certain thing 


must be done, without specifying the time at which it is to be 
*, he says, at p. 746, in reference to the argument addressed 
tohim: “T have a difficulty in following that argument. It 
fems to me that the sub-section means this, that any person 
is in fact a moneylender must comply with the terms of the 

as to registration in order to take advantage of any contract” ; 
here I say that a person must comply with the provisions 

& to invoice in order to take advantage of the contract; and 
that point of view, it is unnecessary to consider whether 
contract was ab initio illegal and void. Now the last point 
this: It is open to the vendor to prove, if he can, that he had a 
Reasonable excuse. 


With all submission to the learned county | 
our judge, I cannot accept his view that the facts laid before 


' 


| minimum so fixed by the Actor’s Association. 


| company were, without doubt, leading a hand-to-mouth existence. 





the plaintiff. The associations had found by experience that 
chorus girls when paid less than a living wage were frequently 
driven to supplement their insufficient wage by indulging in 
misconduct for the purpose of gain, thus ruining themselves in 
morals and bringing discredit on their calling. In order to 
protect these girls the Actors’ Association paid the minimum wage 
for chorus girls at £2 10s. a week. The plaintiff was discovered 
to be paying his chorus girls wages on which no girl could with 
decency feed, clothe and lodge herself, wages far below the 
The defendants 
proved that a girl of eighteen, a member of the plaintiff's company, 
was, to the knowledge of the plaintiff, living in immorality with 
another member of the company, who was a deformed dwarf 
and abnormal. The girl stated that she only did this because 
otherwise she could not earn enough to live on. Evidence was 
also tendered showing that there was reason to believe that 
another member of the company, who earned £1 10s. a week, 
was living in immorality. The members of the chorus of the 
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The defendants were anxious in the interests of the profession to 
“stop this under-paying, and as the only means of doing so they 
induced theatre proprietors not to allow the plaintiff the use 
of their theatres by Soaking their contracts or refusing to enter 
into contracts with him. The defendant Kennedy, a theatre 
proprietor at Dudley, was induced to break his contract with the 
plaintiff to allow the plaintiff to produce a revue at his theatre. 
Russet, J., after stating the facts, said :—The evils anticipated 
by the Joint Protection Committee and the associations repre- 
sented by it, as the result of a company being run by a manager 
who pays insufficient salaries, are to be found in the plaintiff’s 
company. It is a terrible and revolting tragedy that a young 
girl, almost a child, should be forced by under-payment to continue 
in sexual association with this abnormal man. i ‘acie 
interference with a man’s contractual rights, and with his 
right to carry on his business as he will, is actionable, but it 
is clear on the authorities that interference with contractual 
rights may be justified : see the judgment of Lord Macnaghten in 
Quinn v. Leatham, 1901, A.C. 495, at p. 510, and a fortiori inducing 
others not to contract. In Mogul Steamship Co. v. McGregor, 
Gow & Co., 1889, 23 Q.B.D. 598, at p. 614, Bowen, L.J., included 
in what is forbidden “ the intentional procurement of a violation 
of individual rights contractual or other, assuming always that 
there is no just cause for it.’”’ In Glamorgan Coal Co. v. S 
Wales Miners’ Federation, supra, at p. 574, Romer, L.J., said 
that he respectfully agreed with what Bowen, L.J., said in the 
M Case, when considering the difficulty that might arise 
whether there was sufficient justification or not: ‘‘ The*good 
sense of the tribunal which had to decide would have to analyse 
the circumstances and to discover on which side of the line each 
case fell:” andhe added thatin analysing or considering the circum- 
stances, he thought that regard might be had to the nature of 
the contract broken; the p sition of the parties to the contract ; 
the grounds for the breach; 
breach; the relation of the person procuring the breach to the 
person who broke the contract; and he thought also, tothe object 
of the person in procuring the breach. The question here is 
whether in the circumstances of this case the defendants have 
in law justification for their acts. No general rule can be laid 
down, but I confess that if justification does not exist here, I can 
hardly conceive of a case in which it will be present. The defend- 
ants owe a duty to their calling, its members, and to the public, 
to take all necessary peaceful steps to terminate the payment 
of this insufficient wage which, in the plaintiff’s company, has in 
fact produced these results, which the defendants’ past experiences 
have led them to anticipate, and I hold, that in the circumstances 
of the present case, justification does exist. That being so, it is 
not necessary to consider the defence raised under s. 3 of the 
Trade Disputes Act, 1906, but I will state my view. The plaintiff 
said that actors were not within the section because “ trade 
dispute ’’ meant a dispute in which “‘ workmen” (that is, ‘‘ persons 
employed in trade or industry”) were employed, and that acting 
is neither a trade nor an industry. I am of opinion that the 
business of presenting histrionic performances to the public for 
profit may fairly be described as a trade or industry, in which 
many persons, including actors, are employed. It is further said 
that there is in fact no trade dispute. I do not agree. There 
is a dispute between the Actors’ Association and the plaintiff 
as to the employment of actors by the plaintiff at less than the 
minimum wage. It is also urged that this cannot be a trade 
dispute within the Act because certain employers, the Association 
of Touring Managers, are represented on the Joint Protection 
Committee. That fact does not alter the nature of the dispute 
nor the parties to it. It is a dispute which concerns the general 
body of actors, represented by the Actors’ Association, on the 
one hand, and an employer of actors on the other. Finally, it is 
said the Act is no defence to the action so far as it relates to 
inducing Kennedy to break his contract, because that contract 
is not “ a contract of employment.” I think that is a good point, 
but it has been proved that Kennedy had been induced to enter 
into the contract by a misrepresentation of the plaintiff’s which 
he knew to be false, and therefore the plaintiff can recover no 
damages. The action will be dismissed with costs.—CouUNSEL : 
Cow Wilson, K.C., and J. V. Nesbitt ; Hastings, K.C., G. B. 
Hurst, K.C., C. A. J. Bonner, and Alan Ellis. Soticrrors: 
Hatchett-Jones & Co., Agents for Higgs & Sons, Brierley Hill, 


Staffordshire ; Theodore Goddard & Co.; Murr & Co., Agents 
for Sharpe, Darby & Millichip, West Bromwich. 
[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 
PRATCHETT v. DREW. Tomlin, J. 7th December. 


MorTGAGE—FoRECLOSURE—INTERIM RECEIVER—POSSESSION BY 
MorTGAGOR—DELIVERY UP OF—FORM OF ORDER. 


An order for delivery up of possession to an interim receiver is 
an order which the court has jurisdiction to make on motion, h 
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; the means employed to procure the | 





there is a discretion in the court not to make it, and it should be 
made on terms that if the mortgagor makes an offer to attorn tenant 
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at a suitable rent with proper guarantees for its payment, such 
must be brought before the court for consideration by the receiver,” 


Hawkes v. Holland, 1881, W.N. 128, applied. 


This was a motion in an action for foreclosure or sale for @ 
interlocutory order for the appointment of an interim recejy@ 
of the rents and profits of certain premises, and for an o 
that the mortgagor should within four days give up posse 
to the receiver. The facts were as follows: By a deed data) 
lst August, 1922, the defendant, W.A.D., mortgaged the freehold 
property at K to the plaintiffs, the trustees of the L.F. Lodge gf 
Oddfellows to secure £900 with interest. The principal mong 
was made payable in fifty equal quarterly instalments of §} 
each, but there was a proviso that the whole sum y 
ing owing at any time should become payable if any of th 
instalments or the interest were more than thirty days in : 
There was alsd a provision that the trustees should be entitled ie 
enter into possession if (inter alia) the mortgagor was adjudicated 
a bankrupt. On the 3rd July, 1923, the mortgagor wa 
adjudicated a bankrupt, and £864 of the principal money with 
interest from 25th March, 1923, was owing. The mortgagor” 
paid no rent, and did not give up possession on being req q 
to do so by the plaintiff’s solicitor. This action was against 
mortgagor and his trustees in bankruptcy. 

TomMLIn, J., after stating the facts, said: There seems to be 
a question of considerable doubt whether on an interlocutory 
application for the appointment of a receiver in cases of mortgage, | 
it is proper to order the mortgagor in possession to deliver 
possession to the receiver, or whether an order of that kind 
only made at the trial of the action. A number of cases have 
been cited which show a divergence of opinion. — I have come 
to the conclusion that an order for delivery up of possession fo 
the receiver is an order which the court has jurisdiction to make 
at this stage, and that it is primd facie the correct order. I 
have arrived at this conclusion on the authority of Hawkes y. 
Holland, supra, a decision of the Court of Appeal, supported te 
some extent by Edgell v. Wilson, 1893, W.N. 145, and Ind, C : 
and Co. v. Ince, 1895, W.N. 8. I do not, however, intend 
to be understood that the court has no discretion. Primé facie 
the proper order is for delivery up of possession but there isa 
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discretion to make the order in some other form. I will makean Jj #4 th 
order for delivery up of possession on 18th January next, but opinion 
it must be understood that the intention is that, if in the mean 9 Wasbel 
time the mortgagor makes an offer to attorn tenant at a suitable a re 
rent, with proper guarantees for its payment, the receiver will whethe 
be under a duty to bring the offer before the court for consideration 8 porti 
whether it is proper that the offer shall be accepted.—CouUNSEL: He wa: 
H. Johnston; Alan Ellis; W.R. Sheldon. Soticrrors: Swetk tributi 





land, Greenhill & Stinson ; Tarry, Sherlock & King. 
[Reported by L, M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench Division, 


CHESTER CORPORATION v. BRIGGS. Div. Court. 30thand 
31st October. 


LocaL GOVERNMENT—PRIVATE STREET WORKS—PROVISIONAL 
APPORTIONMENT—ABSENCE OF RESOLUTION BY LOCAL 
AUTHORITY TO CONTRIBUTE TOWARDS EXxPENSES—JUBIS 
DICTION OF JUSTICES AS TO INTERFERENCE WITH a 
oF LocaL AUTHORITY—PRIVATE STREET Works AcrT, 189, 
55 & 56 Vict. c. 57, ss. 6, 7, 8, 15. 


Section 15 of the Private Street Works Act, 1892, confers ™ 
the urban authority a discretion as to whether there shall be a contr 
tion by them towards the expenses of carrying out any 
street works, and, in proceedings instituted under s. 8 for the 
hearing of objections to proposed works, it is not open to the mage 
trates, in the absence of a resolution under s. 15, to act as if 
a resolution had been passed, or (in effect) to pass are 
imposing upon the council the duty of making a contribution towards 
such expenses. 


Case stated by Chester justices. By a resolution dated it. 
September, 1921, the Chester Corporation resolved to do certain 
private street works with reference to a street known as Grange 
road in the City of Chester. Certain owners of premises, showl 
in the provisional apportionment prepargd by the Cor 
lodged various objections to the proposals. Amongst ' 
objections it was submitted, (i) that the estimate was mom 
costly because of the user of the road by heavy traffic, ond OS 
the owners of such heavy vehicles should pay the addition® — 
cost occasioned by such traffic. In May, 1923, in accordant 
with s. 8 of the Act, the justices heard and determined the 
question of the objections. At the hearing before the j 
it was admitted that the appellants had not at any time 
to contribute any portion of the expenses of any of the 
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‘eorks in question. The justices being of opinion (1) that the 
| groposed street works were necessary; (2) that, having regard 
' inthe designed object of the road as a relief road, it was unreason- 

thie that the owners should bear the whole expense of the work, 
| and that a portion of that expense should be borne by the council ; 
) that under s. 15 the council could, had they chosen, have 
ed at any time to contribute a portion of the expense of 
th works ; and (4) that s. 8 of the Act conferred upon 
: ices (among other powers) the power to amend any 
. ion by the council as urban authority under the 
Ad, held and determined that the specification and estimates 
be ved ; and that the resolution of the council be amended 
; the council should contribute 15 per cent. of the total 
q@st.of the works. This case was stated for the determination 
@ the question whether the decision of the justices was correct 
oe of law. Bys. 6 of the Private Street Works Act, 1892, 
itis provided that the urban authority may from time to time 
to do “ Private Street Works ’’ for sewering, 











ving, 
- lig , &c.; that the surveyor shall prepare a specification, 
mestimate of the probable expenses and a provisional apportion- 
ment of the estimated expenses among the premises liable to 
be charged therewith; and that the specification, estimate and 
provisional apportionment shall be submitted to the urban 
‘githority, who may by resolution approve it, and shall publish 
and serve the resolution in manner therein mentioned. By s. 7 
itis provided that the owner of any premises shown in a pro- 
vsional- apportionment may, within one month, object to the 
s of the urban authority on various grounds therein 
gt out. By s. 8 it is provided that the urban authority may 
sply te a court of summary jurisdiction for the hearing and 

ination of objections by that court, and it is therein 
emacted that ‘‘ the court may quash in whole or in part or may 
-mmend the resolution, estimates and provisional apportionments, 
orany of them, on the application either of any objector or of the 
wban authority.’”” By s. 15 it is provided as follows: ‘‘ The 
whan authority, if they think fit, may at any time resolve to 
contribute the whole or a portion of the expenses of any private 
sireet works, and may pay the same” in the manner therein 









lord Hewart, C.J., delivering judgment, stated the facts 
and the material statutory provisions, and said that, in his 
opinion, the justices had no power to amend a resolution which 
was before them bythe insertion therein of what in effect amounted 
toa resolution under s. 15. Under that section the discretion 
whether the urban authority should contribute the whole or 
aportion of the expenses was left to the urban authority itself. 
He was satisfied that it was a condition precedent to the con- 
tribution of the whole or a part of the expenses of any private 
street works that the urban authority should, at some time, 
pass a resolution to that effect, and it was not an amendment 
of another resolution which was before the justices to insert 
Pd words to give effect to a non-existent resolution under s. 15. 
do that was either to amend a resolution not before the 
ony or in effect to — a resolution for the urban authority. 
the present case the justices had not passed a resolution 
wider s. 15. What, then, was the question which the justices 
had to decide ? It was, in the absence of such a resolution, 
and the justices having no power indirectly to secure the effect 
of such a resolution, to decide among other things whether 
the proposed works were unreasonable. They found that it 
Was unreasonable (having regard to the fact that the road was 
to be used as a relief road), that the owners should 
bear the whole expense of the works, and found that a portion 
thould be borne by the council. They then proceeded to insert 
inthe resolution the stipulation that the council should contribute 
- 16 per cent. of the total cost. t precise meaning was to 
be attributed to those statements taken together might be a 
Matter of some controversy. His lordship did not, however, 
ory to make any conjecture, but he thought that the case 
be remitted to the justices with the direction that s. 15 
the Act gave to the urban authority and to the urban authority 
alone, the discretion upon the question whether there should be 
Scontribution on the part of the urban authority to the expenses 
tthe work; that the justices had the duty of considering the 
raised by the objections, with the knowledge that 
r else they —— lawfully do they could not act as if 
Sresolution unders. 15 had been passed ; and that they must con- 
the matter as it stood before them in the absence of a 
. under s. 15. The case must be remitted to them 
eco y: 
"Sankey and Satter, JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
—CounsEL: Mo ,» K.C., and Roland Burrows ; 
Lord, K.C. and Heathcote-Williams; H. Sidebotham. 
Rs: S é, Pritchard & Co., for J. H. Dickson, Town 
Chester ; ell, Son & Pit , for Walker, Smith and 
 soraned, Rider, Heaton & Co., for Birch, Cullimore and 
r. 









(Reported by J. L. Dunison, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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MICHALINOS & CO. v. LOUIS DREYFUS & CO. 
12th November. 


Surip — CHARTER-PARTY — LOADING — DETENTION By Icr— 
DEMURRAGE. 


The appellants chartered a steamship from the respondents (the 
owners). The charter-party contained the following clauses: 
“7. Seventeen running days, Sundays... and recognised 
holidays excepted, are to be allowed the said freighters for loading 
and unloading and ten days on demurrage over and above the said 
lay days at £40 per running day or prorata... 11. Except as 
herein provided detention by frost or ice from Ibrail down to Sulina 
. . . shall not count as lay days.”’ The vessel arrived at Ibrail 
(Braila) in December, 1921, and three days after her arrival she 
went into dock to load grain. She was to have come out of dock 
two days later, and to have finished loading in the River Danube, 
but the river had, meanwhile, become frozen over and the vessel 
could not be moved. The river was not reopened for navigation 
until early in March, 1922. The shipowners claimed demurrage 
and damages for detention and were awarded a sum by the arbitrator. 
A case was then stated. 


Held, that the terms of the charter-party did not prevent the lay 
days from running during the whole period of the detention by ice, 
that, as the charterers might have availed themselves of an 
alternative method of loading the cargo, the award of the arbitrator 
must be upheld. 


By a charter-party, dated 28th November, 1921, the agents of 
the owners of a steamship ‘chartered her to the appellants, as 
agents for other parties. By the terms of the charter-party it 
was provided that the vessel was to proceed to Sulina for orders. 
On arrival at Sulina she was sent to Braila to load a full cargo of 
wheat. On arrival at Braila on 7th December she went into dock, 
on 10th December, to load a portion of the cargo, and it was 
intended that she should come out of dock and complete loading 
in the River Danube.’ On 12th December she was unable to be 
moved owing to ice. The Danube was not declared open for 
navigation until 8th March, 1922, but the vessel was unable to 
leave until the 5th April, partly on account of a prohibition, 
imposed by the Rumanian Government, on the export of wheat 
by private shippers between 9th March and 22nd h. Ona 
claim being e by the shipowners for demurr and damages 
for detention the arbitrator in his award di the charterers 
to pay a sum of over £4,000. The charterers appealed. In the 
course of the argument reference was made to the cases of Hudson 
v. Ede, L.R. 3 Q.B. 412, and William Alexander & Sons v. 
Aktieselskabet Dampskibet Hansa, 63 Sou. J. 788; 1920, A.C. 88. 

Row.att, J., delivering judgment, said that the arbitrator 
had, in his opinion, taken a wrong view as to the effect of 
clause 11, which applied, not only to the period of transit, but to 
the whole period during which the loading was prevented by ice. 
Inasmuch, however, as the charterers could have availed them- 
selves of alternative means of loading the vessel, they were not 
entitled to avail themselves of clause 11. The award of the 
arbitrator must be upheld and the appeal must be dismissed.— 
CouNSEL: Jowitt, KC, and Le Quesne; Raeburn, K.C., and 
S. L. Porter. Sottcrrors: Richards & Butler ; Holman, Fenwick 
and Willan. 


Rowlatt, J. 


(Reported by J L. Dunison, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Cases in Brief. 
(Continued from p. 256.) 
Rent Restriction. 


[Under this head we propose to summarize the chief decisions 
on the Increase of nt &c. Restrictions Acts, which are 
still of practical importance. 


HovsE Ler ToGETHER WITH LAND OUTSIDE ITs FOUNDATIONAL 
SrreE :—Section 12 (2) (iii) of the princi Act, 1920, not 
affected by the new Act of 1923, excludes from the ambit 
of statutory protection a house let together with land other 
than its own site, unless the land so let with the house (pre- 
sumably a garden or the like) has an apportionable rateable 
value less than one quarterthe rateable value of the house. In 
this latter case (that of the ordinary en) the land so let 
is deemed to be a part of the house. suggests at once the 
point whether the “site ” of the house means the site merely 
of the dwelling-house, or includes that of stables and annexes, 
more or less within the same.curtilage. In the leading case 
it has been decided that “site ’’ must be strictly confined 
to the actual dwelling-house and does not include outside 
a RT we the curtilage: Wellesley v. White, 1921, 
2 K.B. b 
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DWELLING-HOUSES WHICH HAVE BEEN bond fide RECONSTRUCTED 
BY WAY OF CONVERSION INTO TWO OR MORE SEPARATE AND 
SELF-CONTAINED Fats :—The new Act does not affect the 
exception in favour of dwelling-houses which have, since the date 
of 2nd April, 1919, been reconstructed by way of conversion 
into flats: Rent Restrictions Act, 1920, s. 12 (9). Hence the 
cases on this point, which are fairly numerous, are still 
important. The main test of a “‘ self-contained ”’ flat has been 
judicially determined to be that the flat contains in itself 
all that is reasonably necessary for persons in the class of 
life who reside in such flat in other words, that it is a 
** self-sufficient ’’ flat, although parts of the flat may be on 
different floors of the same house: Darrall v. Whitaker, 1923, 
67 Sou. J. 727. 
Again, the test of ‘ separateness ’’ necessary in order that a 

flat, otherwise self-contained, may satisfy the additional condition 

precedent of ‘“ separateness ’’ laid down in the statute, has been 
judicially determined with some precision. It is not necessary 
that the flat be partitioned off by a physical partition from the 
rest of the house which has been reconstructed ; but it is necessary 
that the parts which make up the flat, although on different floors, 
should be ‘‘ distinct ’’ in the sense that parts of another flat shall 
not intervene between or within parts of the flat alleged to be 

self-contained : Smith v. Prime, 1923, 39 T.L.R. 403. 

Again, the third test, that of ‘‘ reconstruction ’’ and “ con- 
version,’’ has been defined, both in Smith v. Prime, supra, and 
in a number of other cases. The practical criterion is that some 
alteration has been made in the previous condition of the recon- 
structed premises sufficient to provide the necessary sleeping, 
living and cooking accommodation (but not necessarily the use of 
conveniences) in each one of the converted flats. The putting in 
of a bath and a gas-cooking-range seem to be in themselves 
enough, and similar comparatively minor alterations are enough, 
provided always they really change the character of the premises 
from that of a dwelling-house, which has only one common 
system of living and cooking apartments, into one which contains 
two or more such systems : How vy. Martin, Times, 21st November, 


ame 


PREMISES EXCLUDED BECAUSE THE RENT IS NOT A RACK-RENT :— 
Section 12 (7) of the principal Act of 1920, still in force, excludes 
from statutory protection any tenancy where the rent payable 
in respect of the tenancy is less than two-thirds of the rateable 
value of the premises; but if the standard rent of the premises 
as a whole would otherwise bring it within the statute, it 
remains within the Act, so that the tenant paying this higher 
rent cannot let it to a sub-tenant at a rack-rent without letting 
in the operation of the statute to protect that sub-tenancy. 
** Rateable value ’’ of the premises here means net, not gross, 
rateable value. Therefore the rent payable must not be less 
than two-thirds of the net rateable value, i.e., the rateable 
value after deduction for repairs, etc., has been made: Waller 
and Son, Lid. v. Thomas, 1921, 1 K.B. 541. 

The next question obviously arising under s. 12 (7), namely, the 
inclusion or exclusion of rates and taxes in nominal rental, has 
also been judicially determined. The word “ rent’ means the 
actual rent reserved by the tenancy agreement, whether or not 
the landlord pays rates, etc. ; so that rental may here consist very 
largely of the sum payable in respect of rates. In the leading 
case, a house was rated in August, 1914, at £40. In 1916 it was 
let at £30 per annum, the landlord paying rates and taxes, which 
at the crucial date amounted to £31 18s. per annum. Here, if 
rent includes rates and taxes, the rental is more than two-thirds 
of the rateable value ; it is in fact three-fourths. But if ‘‘ rent ”’ 
excludes rates, it is only £8 2s., i.e., just about one-fifth, and 
therefore less than two-thirds of £40. The former interpretation 
applies and the tenancy is protected: Mackworth v. Hellard, 
1921, 37 T.L.R. 469. 


Tae Test OF STANDARD RENT WHERE GROUND RENTS ARE 
EXCLUDED :—Since by s. 12 (7), tenancies let at a ground rent 
are automatically excluded trom the statute, inasmuch 
as the rental must always be less than two-thirds of the rateable 
value, the question arises as to the position of premises, other- 
wise within the Act, but excluded because in August, 1914, 
they were let at a ground rent. On the expiry of the lease, 
can the premises be re-let at a higher rental than the rateable 
value of August, 1914, or must that be deemed to be the standard 
rent? On principle the latter decision might seem preferable, 
but the contrary has been decided. Such premises can he let 
at an increased rental, which—if within the statutory limits 
of value—becomes itself the “‘ standard rent,’”’ since it is the 
first rack rental at which the premises have been let since 
August, 1914: Veale v. Cabezas, 1921, W.N. 311. 

APPLICATION OF THE ACTS TO PERSONS OTHER THAN TENANTS :— 
Most of the older cases are still good law when they treat the 
question whether or not the occupier of premises, otherwise 
within the Act, is a “‘ tenant’ or an occupier in some other 





99 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





Jan. 12, 1 2 












that any person, claiming protection under the principa] 
or the new Act of 1923, shall show that he is in po 

the house under some original contract of ‘‘ letting,” wh 
express or implied or imposed by operation of law. It ig 
enough that he is in as a trespasser or other tort-feasor, y 
such trespass avail to create’ a tenancy at will or 
sufferance, owing to the operation of some rule of law. | 
also no use to show that he holds possession by virtue of som 
contractual right other than that of ‘‘ tenancy,” e.g., ag 
caretaker, or as a club official whose employers provide him, 
virtue of and so long as he performs his duties, with ¢ 
residential accommodation he requires: Remon v. Ci 
London Real Property Company, 1920, 36 T.L.R. 869; 
Scrutton, L.J., ap. 871. 


TEST OF. OCCUPATION AS A SERVANT OR AS A TENANT :—Wh 
a servant occupies premises provided by his employer, th 
question always arises whether he occupies them as a tex 
or as a mere servant. The accepted criterion is this: Js 
required to occupy the premises under his contract of servig 
in order to perform his contractual duties ; if so, his occupatioy 
is that of a servant. Or is he merely permitted to occupy then 
either as a privilege or as part-payment of his services; ig 
that case he occupies qua tenant: Halsbury, Vol. XX, p. @§ 
In the leading case, a Scots case, a gamekeeper refused to 
vacate the house he had occupied by virtue of his employment 
which had terminated ; it was held that such an employment 
requires, asacondition of performance of the services stipulated, 
the occupation of specific premises ; here the occupancy was 
qua servant and not qua tenant. Therefore the tenancy wa 
not protected by the statute: Bute (Marquis) v. Prenderleith, 
1921, 58 Sc.L.R. 290. 

In another important case, the occupier was the caretaker ofa 
garage belonging to a company undertaking motor transport, 
and while employed as custodian of the business premises was in 
occupation of a dwelling-house adjoining the garage belonging 
to the plaintiffs. Here the occupation was not absolutely 
essential to the performance of the caretaker’s duties at the 
garage, but they could not have been conveniently performed 
without the user of some such neighbouring dwelling, and the 
servant—if left to find one for himself—would have had great 
difficulty in getting accommodation. It was held that he 
occupied qua caretaker and not qua tenant: National Steam Car 
Company v. Barham, 1920, 122 L.T. 315. 

The same principle applies also to the cases of (1) a religious 
minister occupying a manse or parsonage vested in trustees of 
his living or chapel; (2) a caretaker residing in a house awaiting 
re-letting; and (3) a schoolmaster occupying a school-house 
adjoining schools: Pollock v. Assessors for Inverness, 1923, 
Sc. L.T. 28. 

STATUTORY DEFINITION OF “‘ LANDLORD ”’ :—The statute provides 

that, except where the context otherwise requires, ‘‘ landlord” 

is to include (a) any person deriving title from the landlord, 
and (b) any person, except the tenant, who at common law 
would be entitled to the possession of the dwelling-house: 

Act of 1920, s. 12 (1) (f) (g). It therefore naturally includes 

a tenant who has sub-let to a sub-tenant: Logan v. Far, 

1922, 1 Sc.L.T. 2. The question has also arisen, however, 

as to whether it can have a limited meaning quite different 

from that in the definition. For example, to take the facts in 
the leading case, a claimant to possession under s. 5 of the 
principal Act, on the ground that he has become a landlomd 
after service in His Majesty’s Forces, serves notice to quit on 
the statutory tenant. He dies before taking proceedings for 
recovery of possession, and his executrix, in fact, takes out the 
plaint-note and asks forthe order. She is clearly a ‘‘ landlord 

within the statutory definition. But the context of s. 51 () 
of the Act of 1920, it was held, shows that the statute was 
contemplating a special privilege which vested only in the 
actually meritorious person, the ex-service man, and not 

his executrix, whose case is no harder than that of any other 

landlord’s executrix: Squier v. Hore, 66 Sox. J. 60 (15); 

Div. Court. 


STATUTORY DEFINITION OF “ TENANT” :—The question has also 
arisen as to what happens to a statutory tenancy after the 
death of a tenant. It is now clear that the interest vests i 
his executor or administrator, subject to the special statutory 
rights conferred under s. 12 (1) (g), on the widow of a eg 
tenant dying intestate or on a selected member of the — 
of asingle woman. It vests in the tenamt trustee in the e 

of bankruptcy: Collis v. Flower, 1921, 1 K.B. 409; Mellows 
v. Low, 1923, 1 K.B. 522. 





Alderman Henry Goodier Turner, of The Goodiers, Newtom 
Hyde, Cheshire, retired solicitor, an alderman, formerly mayor, 
and for thirty-three years a member of the Hyde Town Co 
who died at Fallowfield, Manchester, on 29th October, 





character, ¢.g., a servant, official, trespasser. It is necessary 








estate of the gross value of £16,346, with net personalty nil. 
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12, 1924 
New Orders, &c. 


New Trustee Investment. 


NOTICE. 
COLONIAL Stock Act, 1900 (63 AND 64 VicT., c. 62). 
ADDITION TO LisT OF STOCKS UNDER SECTION 2. 


Pursuant to Section 2 of the Colonial Stock Act, 1900, the 
Lords Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury hereby give notice 
that the provisions of the Act have been con¥plied with in respect 
of the undermentioned Stock registered or inscribed in the 
United Kingdom :— 
Government of Tasmania. 5 per cent. Registered Stock 

1932 /1942. 

The restrictions mentioned in Section 2, sub-section (2), of the 
Trustee Act, 1893, apply to the above Stock (see Colonial Stock 
Act, 1900, Section 2). 






TREATY OF PEACE ORDER, 1919. 


Notice is hereby given that by agreement between the British 
and German Governments, the period for lodging Claims under 
Article 296 of the Treaty of Versailles has been extended. 

British creditors who have claims not hitherto preferred against 
German nationals which come within the provisions of the 

id Article must forward proofs of claim to the Controller 
of the British Clearing Office, Cornwall House, Stamford Street, 
London, S.E.1, by the 3lst March, 1924, which is the final date 
for notification. The necessary forms can be obtained on 
application to the Controller. 

8lst December, 1923. 


Ministry of Health. 


HOUSING, ENGLAND. 
FORMS. 
Tae Hovstna Acts (FoRM OF ORDERS AND NOTICES) ORDER, 
1923. 





Whereas by the Housing Acts (Form of Orders and Notices) 
Order, 1919 (hereinafter referred to as ‘‘ the Order of 1919 ”’’) 
{S.R. & O., 1919, No. 1424], the Minister of Health, in pursuance 
of the powers conferred on him by Section 41 of the Housing, 
Town Planning, &c. Act, 1909, prescribed certain forms to be 
used in connection with the powers and duties of a Local Authority 
under the Housing Acts, 1890 to 1919 ; 

And whereas it is expedient that the Order of 1919 and the 
Forms prescribed thereby should be altered in the manner and 
to the extent hereinafter set forth : 

Now, therefore, the Minister of Health, in the exercise of his 
eo in that behalf, hereby Orders and Directs as follows, that 
is to say :— 

1. This Order may be cited as ‘“‘ The Housing Acts (Form of 
Orders and Notices) Order, 1923.” 

2. The Forms numbered 2, 3 and 4, set forth in the Schedule 
to this Order shall respectively be substituted for the Forms 
iting the same numbers set forth in the Schedule to the Order 

19, 

8. The Forms set forth in the Schedule to the Order of 1919 

other than those specified in Article 2 of this Order are hereby 


amended by the substitution of the words ‘‘ Housing Acts, 1890 | ¢ € 
| between the owner and the local authority, to be determined 


to 1923 ” for the words ‘“‘ Housing Acts, 1890 to 1919 ” wherever 
those words occur. 
SCHEDULE. 


Form No. 2. 








Form or NoTICE REQUIRING OWNER TO EXECUTE WORKS UNDER 
Section 28 of THE HovusinG, TOWN PLANNING, &c. AcT, 1919, 
AND SECTION 10 oF THE HovusIna, &c. Act, 1923. 





HOUSING ACTS, 1890 To 1923, 
; the owner of the 


To (1) 
house (2) 
Take Notice— 
That it appears to the (3) 
the above-mentioned house is a house suitable for occupation 
by persons of the working classes, and that you have failed to 
and keep it in all respects reasonably fit for human habita- 


And that, in pursuance of Sub-section (1) of Section 28 of the 
» Town Planning, &c. Act, 1919, and Sub-section (2) of 

Section 10 of the Housing, &c. Act, 1923, the said (3) 
do hereby 


quire you within a period of (+) days, ending 
on the day of 19, 
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| 
to execute the following works as being necessary to make the 














said house in all respects reasonably fit for human habitation 

namely (5)— 
Dated this day of | Dae 
Signature of Clerk of Local Authority.... 
Directions for filling up this Form. 


ee 


Insert— 

(4) Name, residence or place of business, and description, 
where known, of owner. 

(2) Such a description of the house as may be sufficient for 
its identifieation. 

(*) Description of the Local Authority. ~ 

(4) Time allowed for execution of works, being in no case 
less than 21 days. (Particular ‘care should be taken that the 
time allowed is reasonably sufficient for the purpose.) 

(5) Specification in detail of works to be executed. 


Note. 


. The owner may appeal to the Minister of Health against any 
notice requiring him to execute works under Section 28 of the 
Act of 1919 [9 & 10 Geo. 5, c. 35], and against any demand for the 
recovery of expenses from him under that Section or an order 
made by the local authority under that Section with respect to 
those expenses, by giving notice of appeal to the Minister within 
twenty-one days after the notice is received or the derfiand or 
order is made (as the case may be) or such longer time as the 
Minister may allow, and no proceedings shall be taken in respeet 
of any notice, demand or order while the appeal is pending. 
No appeal against such a demand or order, however, lies if and 
so far as the appeal raises any question which might have been 
raised on an appeal against the notice itself. 

The procedure on any such appeal is governed by rules made by 
the Minister of Health. Copies of such rules have been placed 
on sale (S.R. & O., 1919, No, 1423) and may be purchased, either 
directly or through any bookseller, from His Majesty’s Stationery 
Office at the following addresses: Imperial House, Kingsway, 
London, W.C.2; 28, Abingdon-street, London, S.W.1; York- 
street, Manchester; 1, St. Andrew’s-crescent, Cardiff; or 120, 
George-street, Edinburgh. 

The Acts provide— 

(a) That the Minister of Health shall not dismiss any-appeal 
without having first held a public local inquiry unless the 
appellant fails to prosecute his appeal with due diligence. 

(6) That the Minister of Health may before considering any 
appeal, require the appellant to deposit such sum to cover 
the costs of the appeal, as may be fixed by the rules. The sum 
at present fixed is a sum not exceeding £10. 

An appellant should state his interest in the house, and the 
grounds of his appeal, and should forward to the Minister the 
notice appealed against. He must also notify the local authority 
forthwith of any appeal to the Minister. 

If the house is not capable without reconstruction of being 
rendered fit for human habitation, the owner may within twenty- 
one days after the receipt of this notice by written notice to the 
local authority declare his intention of closing the house for 
human habitation, and thereupon a closing order is deemed to 
have become operative in respect of such house. Any such 
declaration by the owner must be in the form prescribed by the 
Housing Acts (Form of Orders and Notices) Order, 1923 (S.R. & O., 
No. 1527, 1923), a copy of which may be obtained from His 
Majesty’s Stationery Office at the above addresses. Any 
question arising under this provision is, in case of difference 


by the Minister of Health. 

Where a closing order has in consequence of such a notice been 
deemed to have become operative in respect of a house, the 
Minister of Health may, on the application of the local authority, 
make an order authorising the local authority to acquire the house 
compulsorily at site value. 

If the notice of the local authority is not complied with, the 
local authority may— 

(a) At the expiration of the time specified in that notice, if 
no appeal has been entered and no notice to close the house has 
been given by the owner; and 

(b) Subject to any appeal which may have been made as 
aforesaid, at the expiration of twenty-one days from the 
determination by the Minister of Health if such notice has 
been given by the owner and the Minister of Health has 
determined that the house is capable without reconstruction 
of being made fit for human habitation ; 

do the work required to be done. : 

Any expenses incurred by the local authority under this section 
may be recovered in a court of summary jurisdiction, together 
with interest (at such rate as the Minister of Health may, with 
the approval of the Treasury, from time to time by Order fix) 
from the date of service of a demand for the same till payment 
thereof from the owner, and such expenses and interest are to be 
a charge on the premises until recovered. 
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The local authority may by order declare any such expenses 
to be payable by monthly or annual instalments within a period 
not exceeding thirty years with interest (at such rate as the 
Minister of Health may, with the approval of the Treasury, from 
time to time by Order fix) from the date of the service of notice 
of demand until the whole amount is paid, and any such instal- 
ments and interest or any part thereof may be recovered in a 
summary manner from the owner or occupier, and if recovered 
from the occupier may be deducted by him from the rent of the 
premises. 

Form No. 3. 


‘ORM OF NOTICE DECLARING INTENTION OF OWNER TO CLOSE 
FoR HUMAN HABITATION A HOUSE TO WHICH SECTION 28 OF THE 
Hovsine, TOWN PLANNING, &c. Act, 1919, APPLIES. 


HOUSING ACTS, 1890 To 1923. 
To the (*) 


Whereas by a notice dated the day 
of ,19 ,the Local Authority in pursuance 
of Sub-section (1) of Section 28 of the Housing, Town Planning, 
&c. Act, 1919, and Sub-section (2) of Section 10 of the Housing, 
&c. Act, 1923, have required the owner of the house (*) 

to execute, within the time specified in that notice, 
the werks which are specified in the said notice as being necessary 
to make the said house in all respects reasonably fit for human 
habitation ; 

And whereas it appears to me, the owner of the house, that the 
house is not capable, without reconstruction, of being rendered 
fit for human habitation : 

Now, therefore, I do by this Notice declare my intention of 
closing the said house for human habitation. 


As witness my hand this 
CED Sati qectesneeceecvisecsseusvise 
Residence or Place of Business ............ 
Description 
Directions for filling up this Form. 


ee 


Insert— 
(*) Description of the Local Authority. 
(*) Such a description of the house as may be sufficient for 
its identification. 


Form No. 4. 


ForM OF ORDER DECLARING EXPENSES INCURRED BY THE LOCAL 
AUTHORITY, IN THE CASE OF A HOUSE TO WHICH SECTION 28 
oF THE HovusinGc, Town PLANNING, &c. AcT, 1919, APPLIEs, 
TO BE PAYABLE BY MONTHLY OR ANNUAL INSTALMENTS. 


HOUSING ACTS, 1890 To 1923. 


. 1 owner(*) 
To (*) the { occupier 
house (*) 
Whereas by a notice dated the 
19 , We, the (*) 
in pursuance of Sub-section (1) of Section 28 of the Housing, 
Town Planning, &c. Act, 1919, and Section 10 of the Housing, 
&c. Act, 1923, have required the owner of the above-mentioned 
house to execute, within the time specified in that notice, the 
works specified in the said notice as being necessary to make the 
said house in all respects reasonably fit for human habitation ; 
And whereas the said notice has not been complied with and 
We, the said (*) 
in pursuance of Sub-section (2) of the aforesaid Section 28 have 
done the work required to be done, and have incurred in so doing 
expenses amounting to the sum of £ s g 
ow therefore We, the said (*) 
do, by this Our Order, declare that the said expenses amounting 
a monthly (°) 
tothe sumof£ : shall be payable by {™\nnual 
instalments of £ : : within a period not exceeding * 
years, with interest at the rate off pounds per 
cent. per annum, until the whole amount is paid. 
Dated this day of y iD . 
(To be sealed with the common seal of the Local Authority.) 
Signature of Clerk to Local Authority........... Ceveteneces 
Directions for filling up this Form. 
Insert— 


(*) Name, residence or place of business, and description, 
where known, of owner or occupier. 
(*) Strike out the word not required. 


© aie Bated to be cpseiied mart ant enseed tiety yetzs, 


of the 


day of 





(*) Such a description of the house as may be sufficient | 

its identification. * 

(*) Description of the Local Authority. 
(5) Strike out either ‘‘ monthly ” or “‘ annual.” 
Note. ; 

By Sub-section (4) of Section 28 of the Housing, Town Planniy 
&c. Act, 1919, it is provided that any instalments or interest; 
any part of any instalments or interest. under an order of th 
local authority declaring their expenses to be payable by month} 
or annual instalments may be recovered in a summary manng 
from the owner or gccupier, and if recovered from the ocey 
may be deducted by him from the rent of the premises. 

The owner may appeal to the Minister of Health against 
notice requiring him to execute works under Section 28 of th 
Act of 1919, and against any demand for the recovery of expe 
from him under that section or an order cate tr the log 
authority under that section with respect to those expenses, 
giving notice of appeal to the Minister within twenty-one 
after the notice is received or the demand or order is 1 
(as the case may be) or such longer time as the Minister my 
allow, and no proceedings shall he taken in respect of any notice 
demand, or order whilst the ap is pending: Provided | 
no appeal against such a demand or order shall lie if and so 
as the appeal raises any question which might have been 
on an appeal against the notice itself, and subject to such 
appeal the notice, demand or order shall be binding and conch 
as to any matters which could have been raised on such appeal, 

The procedure on any such appeal is governed by rules made 
by the Minister of Health. 

The Acts provide :— 

(a) That the Minister of Health shall not dismiss any appeal’ 
without having first held a public local inquiry unless thy 
appellant fails to prosecute his appeal with due diligence. - 

(6) That the Minister of Health may before considering 
appeal, require the appellant to deposit such sum to coverthe 
costs of the eppeal, as may be fixed by the rules. The sum 
at present fixed is a sum not exceeding £10. 
An appellant should state his interest in the house, and the 

grounds of his appeal, and should forward to the Minister the 
order appealed against. He must also notify the local authority 
forthwith of any appeal to the Minister. 
















Rules determining the procedure on any such appeal have been 
made by the Minister of Health, and have been placed on sale 
(S.R. & O., 1919, No. 1423, price 1d., or by post 14d.), so that 
copies may be purchased, either directly or through any bookseller, 
from His Majesty’s Stationery Office at the following addresses; 
Imperial House, Kingsway, London, W.C.2 ; 28, Abingdon 
London, 8.W.1; York Street, Manchester; 1, St. An 
Crescent, Cardiff; or 120, George Street, Edinburgh. 


Given under the Official Seal of the Minister of Health, this 
Twelfth day of December, in the year One thousand nine 
hundred and twenty-three. 

R. Forber, 


(L.S.) E. 
A Principal Assistant Secretary, 
Ministry of Health. 


THE County CouNCcILS (ASSISTED SCHEMES FOR THE HOovsiNé 

oF EMPLOYEES) AMENDMENT REGULATIONS, 1924. 
The Minister of Health, in pursuance of the powers conferred 
on him by Section 7 of the Housing, Town Planning, &., 
1919, and Section 6 of the Housing, &c., Act, 1923, and of 
other powers enabling him in that behalf, and with the apprd 
of the Treasury, hereby makes the following Regulations >— 
1. These Regulations may be cited as the County Council 
(Assisted Schemes for the Housing of Employees) Ame 
Regulations, 1924, and shall be construed as one with the 
Councils (Assisted Schemes for the Housing of Em; ; 
Regulations, 1920 [S.R. &.0., 1920, No. 336], (hereinafter 
to as “‘the Regulations of 1920’). ef 
2. Paragraph (2) of Article III of the Regulations of I 
shall have effect as though for the words “and thereafter 
thirty per centum of the annual charges” there were 
stituted the words “ and thereafter to forty per centum of 
annual charges.”’ 
Given under the Official Seal of the.Minister of Health 

Second day of January, in the year One tho 
hun and twenty-four. 


* (L.8.) E. R, Forber, { 
w “ | ween Secretary, Ministry of Health. 
e approve these Regulations. 
” H. las King, 


George ennessy; 
Two of the Lords Commissioners a 





+ The rate of interest is prescribed by the of Health with the approval of the 
Treasury under Section 6 of the Housing, &c. Act, 1921 (11-2 G. 6. c. 19). 


His Majesty’s Treasury. a 
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The Insurance Doctors Inquiry. 


The Minister of Health and the Secretary for Scotland have 

sinted Sir Gilbert Garnsey, K.B.E., to a member of the 
fourt of Enquiry into the remuneration of practitioners under 
National Health Insurance Acts in succession to Sir Josiah 
mp, K.B.E., who is unable to serve on the Court owing to 
pressure of other business. 












Mines Department. 


WATER IN MINES: COMMITTEE OF INQUIRY. 
 Lieutenant-Colonel G. R. Lane-Fox, M.P., Secretary for 
Mines, announces that he has ‘a prep a committee to inquire 
into the methods now prescri or adopted to prevent danger 
in mines from accumulations of water or other liquid matter, 
and to make recommendations, both generally and with reference 

any particular localities in which apprehension of such danger 
may now exist. The committee is constituted as follows :— 

Mr. Percy C. Greaves, J.P. (chairman), 

va Mr. Thomas Arnot, 
‘Jed ’ Mr. James Doonan, 
: Mr. George A. Mitcheson, 

Sir T. H. Mottram, C.B.E., H.M. Chief Inspector of Mines, 
and - 

Mr. William Straker. 
Mr. T. L. McBride, of the Mines Department, is the Secretary 
of this committee, and all communications should be addressed 
to him at the Mines Department, Dean Stanley-street, West- 
minster, S.W.1. 

















COMPENSATION (IRELAND) COMMISSION. 

The Compensation (Ireland) Commission, in pursuance of 
the powers vested in them under their terms of reference to 
limit the time within which applications for compensation might 
be made, hereby give Notice that for that purpose they have 
fixed the 15th January, 1924, as the last date for receipt of 
daims at their offices at 5, Ely Place, Dublin. 

By Order of the Commissioners. 

A. Elliott Terry, 


Michael J. Ryan, 
Secretaries. 





Dated 1st January, 1924. 





Irish Deportees’ Tribunal. 


The Irish Deportees’ Compensation Tribunal will resume its 
sittings on 14th inst., at 10.30 a.m., when the cases of the follow- 
og be considered: Margaret Leonard, F. J. Smith, A. F. 

, Martin Malony, F. J. Cusack, P. Fleming, G. G. Clancy, 
and Sean O’Mahoney. On 15th inst, at 10.30 a.m., the cases 
to be taken will be those of Art O’Brien, J. J. King, J. J. Finian 
ith, this Murphy, and the representatives of the late Martin McInerny. 








Societies. 


The Annual Meeting of the Bar. 


The Annual General Meeting of the Bar will be held in the 
Inner Temple Hall, on Friday, the 18th inst., at 4.15 o'clock. 
The Attorney-General will preside. 

Any member of the Bar shall be at liberty to bring forward 
for discussion at the meeting any resolution, provided that 
notice thereof shall have been given in writing to the Secretary 
of the Council not less than seven clear days before the day of 
bree and that in the opinion of the Executive Comnittee 
a ouncil such resolution is a matter of general interest to 


With a view to saving expense, the general circulation of the 
annual statement to the profession will not be resumed for the 
» but copies will be placed in the Libraries and Common 
» and may be obtained on application to the Secretary. 
Annual election of members to fill the vacancies upon the 
Council will be held in the week ending Saturday, the 9th Fe y; 
Proposal forms may be obtained from the Secretary, 
5, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s Inn. 


The General Council of the Bar. 
Bee Annual Statement for 1923 contains, amongst other matter, 








valth. the owing :— 

y a IRISH BARRISTERS AND PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEES. 

ys Amember of the Irish Bar requested the advice of the Council 
TS 


Upon the question whether, havi regard to the altered conditions 
under the ir titution 5 


ish Treaty and Cons he would now be entitled 
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to practise before Parliamentary Committees at Westminster. 
The Council made inquiries and from the information received 
from the Parliamentary Bar it ap -that the Irish Private 
Bill business has, so far as the Parliament at Westminster is 
concerned, entirely ceased to exist. The presumption, therefore, 
seemed to be that English Counsel would have no right of audience 
in — Bill business (or what may —— to it) in Ireland, 
and apparently it would follow that Irish Counsel have no right 
of audience at Westminster. The Council, however, co 

that it was a matter for Parliament and advised the . barrister 
te communicate with the Clerk of the Parliaments at Westminster. 


British LAw ASSOCIATION IN EGyPrT. 

A communication was received from the Foreign Office inviti 
the Council’s observations on the pro nstitution 
Rules of the British Law Association in it, which was seeking 
recognition and powers of discipline both over practitioners in 
the British Consular Courts and other persons in Egypt having 
British legal qualifications. The Council asked for further 
information as to the powers which the Association seeks to have 
conferred upon it, and received an intimation from the Foreign 
Office that particulars would be sent as soon as they were received 
from Egypt. 


BARRISTERS’ NAMES IN BUFF ‘TELEPHONE BOok. 

Communications have been received by the Council from 
barristers and members of other ‘professions as to the insertion 
of names in the buff telephone book, particular attention bei 
called to the announcement on the title page ‘‘ London Professio: 
Classes showing those who are Legally Qualified.”” The Secretary 
of the Council inquired as to the principle adopted in selecting 
the names of barristers appearing in the list, and in the course 
of the correspondence was informed that all professional lists 
will be eliminated from future editions of the ‘‘ Buff Book.” 


QUESTIONS RELATING TO PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT AND 
PRACTICE. - 
The attention of the Council has again been directed to numerous 
matters affecting the conduct and- practice of the profession, 
amongst which the following may be mentioned :— 


Accountants Instructing Counsel. 

In reply to a letter of the 5th December, 1922, from the 
Secretary of the Law Society, the Council replied that in their 
opinion it is contrary to the practice of the profession that 
counsel should accept instructions to advise or settle documents 
from accountants or persons in similar professions acting on 
behalf of their clients without the intervention of a solicitor. 


Practising Barrister Member of Lloyd’s. 

The Council received a communication from a barrister asking 
whether it would be permissible for a. practising barrister to 
become an “outside”? underwriter in Lloyd’s. The letter 
set out the facts and concluded as follows :— 

“‘ From the foregoing I think that it is fairly clear that an 

‘ outside ’ underwriter, as he may be called or in other words 
any underwriter other than the working underwriter, takes 
no active part either in the conduct or the management of the 
business at all and cannot be said to be taking an active part— 
to be an active ner in a business or profession. In fact, 
in my humble opinion, he takes a less active part in his business 
than that taken by a director of a company in the business of 
the company.” rn 

Different opinions were expressed and, the Council considered 
that the matter was one for the Benchers and referred the barrister 


to his Inn. 
Special Retainers. 
A barrister practising in a British Colony, asked for a ruling 
of the Council as to the duty imposed by a special retainer in the 
following circumstances :— 

“The facts are these :—In November, 1922, I was retained 
in a civil suit of A v. B on a claim for wages, and settled the 
pleadings. : 

** In January, 1923, I was retained by B in a claim of B v. C 
on a claim against insurance Companies by B, whose warehouse 
was burnt. The insurers disputed the policy for various 
reasons, of which I imagine fraud was the chief. 

‘‘In March, 1923, A, whose suit against B was still pending, 
was arrested at the instance of B on a charge of demanding 
money by menaces. The demand was for due in A v. B, 
and the menaces were threats to reveal the alleged truth as to 
the fire out of which B v. C arose. 

‘* T was instructed for the defence in Rex v. A, and it 
my duty to cross-examine B very severely as to the 
of his claim against C and the origin of the fire. A 
acquitted. In the course of the cross-examination B 
admissions that were very damaging to his claim 
(the Companies). After this case, I felt that it was nol 
possible to keep my retainer for B in B vy. C—and I 
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it. I had seen no papers and had no instructions at all in 

B v. C, but B was unwilling to accept the return of the retainer, 

which, however, I insisted on doing. . 

‘* A few days after C offered me a retainer against B. 

‘The questions I now desire to ask are :— ° 

‘© 1. Was it correct to return the retainer held on behalf 
of Bin B v. C? 

**2. Am I free to accept a retainer for C in B v. C, having 
regard to the fact that I have seen no papers in the case, 
and also to the fact that, although B was unwilling that 
I should vacate his retainer, it was, if I am right as to the 
answer to 1 (supra), impossible to take any active part for 
B in B’s case against the Companies ? ” 

With regard to the first question, the Council considered that 
there was a misunderstanding as to the effect of a special retainer, 
which is not correctly described as being ‘‘ accepted ” nor can it 
be “ returned.”’ 

In the opinion of the Council] the answers to the two specific 
questions were as follows :— 

**1. That Counsel could not return or vacate his retainer 
held on behalf of ‘ B,’ but that it does not necessarily compel 
him to accept ‘ B’s ’ brief. 

‘* 2. That Counsel was not free to accept a retainer on behalf 
of ‘ oC.’ %? 

General Retainer. 

A communication was received from a barrister asking for the 
opinion of the Council whether it was competent for him to 
accept a general retainer limited to the period of a year or termin- 
able at the end of a year at the client’s option. It was pointed 
out that under the Retainer Rules (Rule 7) such a limitation 
was not possible, and that the Council had no power to make a 
variation of the General Retainer Rules agreed between the 
Bar Committee and the Law Society and sanctioned by the 
Attorney-General. 

Judges’ Sons. 

The Council received the following communication from the 
Council of the Bar of New South Wales :— 

I am directed by my Council to request that the General 
Council of the Bar will express an opinion upon the propriety 
of Counsel practising in any court in which the Counsel’s 
father or near relative sits as judge. 

I call to your attention a ruling of the General Council of 
the Bar in the Annual Statement for 1895-6 relative to habitually 
practising in a County Court. 

The courts in question are :— 

(a) The High Court of Australia both in its original 
jurisdiction and as a Court of Appeal from all State Courts. 

(b) The Supreme Court of New South Wales both as a 
Court of Appeal and in its various jurisdictions. The 
Supreme Court may be said to correspond with the Supreme 
Court of Judicature in England. 

(c) District Courts the judges of which exercise jurisdiction 
similar to that in England of county court judges but without 
equity or bankruptcy jurisdiction. 

(d) Other courts (e.g. Industrial Arbitration Cases at 
nisi prius usually and criminal matters before judges of 
the Supreme Court are tried with juries.) 

To obtain a jury in equity, bankruptcy, divorce and probate, 
a special order on motion must be obtained. The general 
rule is that the judge sits alone and deals with questions of 
law and fact. So also in the High Court an order for a jury is 
necessary. ’ 

In the District Court juries are the exception, but may be 
obtained on application. At Quarter Sessions the judge 
(District Court Judge) sits with a jury. 

In all other courts juries are not made use of. 

The reply of the Council was as follows :— 

The General Council of the Bar have considered the request 
of the Council of the Bar of New South Wales for an opinion 
upon the propriety of Counsel practising in any court in 
which the Counsel’s father or other near relative sits as judge. 

The Council find it very difficult to lay down any rules whicb 
would cover all cases. 

Broadly speaking, the Council consider there is no objection 
to a barrister practising in a court where his father is one of 
several judges. In such a case it is impossible to know before- 
hand which judge will in fact try a case. For example, it 
has never been considered improper for a barrister to appear 
before his father in the High Court of Justice in England, or 
in the Court of Appeal or in the House of Lords. There 
is, however, an exception to this in the case referred to in the 
report contained in the Annual Statement of 1895-6; under 
the custom by which Chancery Leaders attach themselves 
to a particular court, it is obviously undesirable that a leader 
should select the court of his father or other near relative. 

As regards courts which have a single judge, e.g., county 
courts, the views of the Council are expressed in the Report 
ent referred to and the Council can add nothing to that 

po . 








It is, of course, of the utmost importance not only to a oid 
partiality, but even the suspicion of it. The applie; 
of the principle is largely a matter of good taste, and the 








Council feel that they cannot usefully attempt to lay dow, The rs 

rules applicable to the different courts in Australia. soci’ 

Nomination to Circuit Mess. were Sil 

A complaint was received from a barrister that when th — g F. K 
nomination of the writer as member of Ci is 





was considered by the Circuit Mess, a charge was made relating 
to advertising and the candidate was rejected. The i 
asked for a “ full, strict, and searching investigation into the 
charge of advertisement, either by the Bar Council or by a small 
Committee appointed for the purpose.” 

The Report of the Professional Conduct Committee which 
the Council adopted was as follows :— 

“That it is not the practice of the Council to inquire into 
the conduct of any barrister, except in cases where a definite 
complaint has been made to the Council as to the barrister’s 






conduct; and that in the absence of such cemplaint no k 
investigation as requested should be made.” Ban 
Counsel advertising in the Press. 
The opinion of the Council was asked by a barrister upon § —— 
the following questions :— 

(1) Is it an offence against etiquette for a barrister intending 
to practice, to allow a newspaper which has asked for a photo- ——— 
graph in professional attire for publication, upon the occasion a 
of Call to the Bar, to obtain one from one’s photographers English 
(payment being made by the newspaper to the photographer Consol! 
for it) ? War L 

(2) Three newspapers within the same week publish state- War I 
ments relative to a woman barrister that her name Mrs, A, B, War L 
is not “ her real name,”’ but that her name is in fact Mrs. Y. % War L 
(the latter being the name of another member of her husband's Fundi 
family). Annoyance and confusion as to correspondence s Victor 
immediately caused. © The barrister inserts in the usual Est 
position in The Times a two-line notice that A. B. is her legal Conve 
name, and that she repudiates statements to other effect, Local 
No mention of her profession is made in the advertisement, 
but to prevent further confusion re correspondence, both her India 
home and chambers address are stated. No ulterior motive India | 
in inserting the advertisement existed other than what is India | 
here stated. The advertisement in fact has the result. of India 
checking press discussion as to a barrister’s name. Has 
the barrister in question been quilty of unprofessional conduct 9 (glonia 
by inserting the notice ? Britis] 
The Council were of opinion as follows :— . Jamai 

(1) That it is contrary to etiquette that a student on the New & 
occasion of Call to the Bar should supply a photograph to New § 
the press for publication, or should arrange with a photographer Queen 
to supply a sehhanate to the press. 8. Aus 


(2) That to insert in the press a correction of a mistake in 
the name or description of a barrister is not professional 
misconduct. 





United Law Society. 


A meeting was held in the Middle Temple Common Room on 
Monday, the 7th inst., Mr. B. A. Elliman in the chair. 

Mr. J. H. G. Buller moved: ‘“ That this House condemns the 
proposal to abandon the scheme for the naval development of 
Singapore.’”’ Mr. T. Jameson opposed. Messrs. T. Hynes, 
H. S. Wood-Smith, G. B. Burke, and F. B. Guedella also spoke. 
The motion was lost by two votes. The next meeting be 
held on 21st January, and the Annual Dinner on 28th January. 





Gray’s Inn Moot Society. 


(MASTER OF THE Moots: THE Ricut Hon. Lorp Justice ATKIN) 


A Moot will be held in Gray’s Inn Hall, on Monday, the 
14th inst., at 8.30 p.m., before The Hon. Mr. Justice R 

By a written contract dated the Ist January, 1923, A agreed 
to sell and B agreed to purchase a parcel of freehold land, com 
pletion to take place on the Ist March, 1923. On delivery of the 
abstract, B ascertains that A has no title to the land and ie 


ef exerp.iptz.isfePa £9 Tt 





mediately repudiates the contract. After B’s repudiation, Gt. Vi 
before the date fixed for completion, A acquires a good title t0 Gt. Vi 
the land and is in a position to complete %n the date fixed by the LNe 
contract. B refuses to complete and alleges that the contrac L; Ne 
is at an end. A sues B and claims (a) Specific performance L. Ne 
(b) Damages in addition thereto or in lieu thereof. : t Mi 

Judgment was given dismissing the action. The plaintiff - 






appeals. d 

All members of the four Inns of Court are invited to attem 
Two “counsel” will be heard for each of the parties. be 
procedure will be in accordance with the practice of the Court 
Appeal. 
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wr. R. W. Poole in the chair. 


. B. Urmston (Maidstone). 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The monthly meeting of the Directors was held at the Law 
Society’s Hall, Chancery Lane, London, on the 9th inst., 
The other Directors present 
ere Sir A. Copson Peake (Leeds) and Messrs. R. Epton (Lincoln), 
g. F. Knapp-Fisher, E. B. Knight, C. G. May, M. A. Tweedie, 

A 
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£664 was distributed in 


grants of relief, eight new members were admitted, and other 


general business transacted. 








Stock Exchange Prices of certain 


Trustee Securities. 


Bank Rate 4%. 
Thursday, 24th January. 


Next London Stock Exchange Settlement, 























1¢R. INTEREST 
on i. YIELD. 
English Government Securities. £ s. d. 
Consols 24% a gir ai tee bee 55 61 4:10 6 
War Loan 5% 1929-47 ee ee oe 997, |5 1 0 
War Loan 44% 1925-45... os ee 9643 413 0 
War Loan 4% (Tax free) 1929-42 .. oe 101? |318 6 
War Loan 34% Ist March 1928 .. ee 95% 312 6 
Funding 4% Loan 1960-90 so xs 854 | 413 6 
Victory 4% Bonds (available at par for 
Estate Duty) “ ea se os 903 |49 0 
Conversion 34% Loan 1961 or after ue 75 413 0 
Local Loans 3% 1912 or after os ee 634 | 415 0 
India 53% 15th January 1932 24 ee 993 |510 0 
India 44% 1950-55 .. ee ‘ie oe 844 |5 7 O 
India 33% ee ee ee ee ee 64} 5 9 0 
India 3% es ee ee ee oe 554 |5 8 GO 
British E. Africa 6% 1946-56 ee ee 11134 5 7 6 
Jamaica 44% 1941-71 wie ° ee 94 416-0 
New South Wales 5% 1982-42 .. . 993 |5 0 0 
New South Wales 44% 1935-45 .. ° 91 419 0 
Queensland 44% 1920-25 .. ee ee 964 413 0 
§. Australia 33% 1926-36 .. ee ee 83 4 4 0 
Victoria 5% 1932-42 we os ° 100 56 0 0 
New Zealand 4% 1929 oe ee ° 944 |4 4 6 
Canada 3% 19388 .. ee ee ee 803 815 0 
Cape of Good Hope 33% 1929-47 .. oe 7843 |4 9 0 
Corporation Stocks. 
Idn. Cty. 24% Con. Stk. after 1920 at 
option of Corpn. .. ee ee oe 534 | 412 6 
Idn. Cty. 3% Con. Stk. after 1920 at 
option of Corpn. .. ae o5 ee 63 415 0 
Birmingham 3% on or after 1947 at option 
SE. (Sha i da: > aah ° ae 634 | 414 0 
Bristol 84% 1925-65 oe ee es 76 412 0 
Cardiff 34% 1935. .. oe oe ee 864 410 
Glasgow 24% 1925-40 és ae oe 73 3 8 6 
epee! 34% on or after 1942 at option 
of n. ee oe ee ee 75 413 0 
Manchester 8% on or after 1942 we ¥ 65xd.| 412 0 
Newcastle 33% irredeemable es m' 74xd.|415 0 
3% irredeemable ee ee 644 | 413 0 
Eeppouth 87, 920-60 ee ee oe 69 470 
0.0. 34% 1927-4 Je ce 8lxd.}4 6 6 
lish Railway Prior Charges. 

Western Rly. 4% Debenture .. as 833 | 416.0 
Gt. Western Rly. 5% Rent Charge es 102 418° 0 
Gt. Western Rly. 5% Preference .. we 994 5 0 6 
L. North Eastern Rly. 4% Debenture .. 794 |5 0 6 
L; North Eastern Rly. 4% Guaranteed .. 80 |5 0 0 
L. North Eastern Rly. 4% 1st Preference 783 |5 2 0 
‘4 Mid. & Scot. Rly. 4% Debenture ee 80 5 0 O 

Mid. & Scot. Rly. 4% Guaranteed .. 81 419 0 
i Mid. & Scot. Rly. 4% Preference... 784 5 2 0 
Southern Railway 4% Debenture ‘ 793 |5 0 6 
‘Southern Railway 8% teed . 100 5 0 0 
Railway 5% Preference ° 974 |5 2 6 








Fortune-Telling Charge. 


Two members of the Women’s Police Patrol, attached to 
Bow-street Police Station, gave evidence at Richmond Police 
Court on the 3rd inst., says The Times, in a' case in which 
Mrs. Annie Woodham, of Friars Stile-road, Richmond, was 
charged on two summonses with professing to tell their fortunes. 

The first witness, Ivy Ellis, said that the defendant, after 
examining her right hand, told her she was a splendid organizer, 
and would make an excellent caterer and a successful boarding- 
house keeper. Mrs. Woodham asked whether the witness knew 
an elderly woman with a plump figure, and on her saying that 
was her mother, the defendant went on: ‘“‘ You will lose her 
about the third week in January. I am only warning you. 
If there is anything you want to do for her, don’t delay. I am 
certain that she will not reach another birthday.” The defendant 
also told-her about the man whom she said the witness would 
marry. The witness paid the defendant 5s. 

Alice Clayden also gave evidence of the ‘“‘ fortune ” which she 
alleged was told to her by the defendant. 

Giving evidence on her own behalf, Mrs. Woodham said she 
was a member of the Spiritualistic Church and lectured on 
spiritualism. She had been a spiritualist for more than thirty 
years, and had never pretended to tell fortunes or practise 
palmistry. The advice she had given had proved beneficial to 
many huridreds of poor people. She had never asked anyone for 
money after giving advice. She did not remember that she said 
what the two policewomen had alleged she had said, but could 
not deny it ; at the time she was in a state of semi-consciousness, 
— under spiritual control, and told them what was revealed 
to her. 

Mr. Meville (prosecuting): Do you tell people what is going to 
happen in the future ?—If they so desire. 

Evidence as to the defendant’s character was given by members 
of the Richmond Spiritualistic Church. 

Evidence was given that Mrs. Woodham had: been fined £15 
at the South-Western Police Court for a similar offence. 

The Bench convicted the defendant on both summonses, and 
ordered her to pay fines amounting to £40, with the alternative 
of two months’ imprisonment on each summons, to run con- 
currently. Fourteen days was allowed to pay the fines. - 

On hearing the sentence, Mrs. Woodham swooned in the dock. 
Her husband, who was also in court, went into a fit. 








The Trial of Thurtell and Hunt. 


The Times gives the following extracts from its issues of 7th 
and 8th January, 1824 :— 

Hertford Adjourned Assizes, January 6.—The influx of 
strangers is considerably greater than it even was in December 
last, when Thurtell, Probert, and Hunt were first called on to 
plead. The inns, most of which were kept open during the night, 
are crowded to excess. The most extravagant charges are made 
for beds. Even those that are let at very humble houses fetch 
from 15s. to a guinea per night. Before five o’clock this morning 
the town was all activity and bustle. . . . At 6 o’clock all the 
avenues to the Court-house were completely filled, and nothing 
was to be heard but the complaints of constables, on the one 
hand, that the people pressed too hard upon them, and of the 
people on the other, that they were grossly misused and ill-treated 
by the constables. . . . The Court was completely filled by a 
little after seven o’clock. . . . At a few minutes after 8 o’clock, 
a flourish of trumpets ushered Mr. Justice Park into Court. .. . 
[Of the prisoners] Hunt entered first ; he was dressed in black, 
and looked rather pale and sickly. Thurtell followed him; he 
was dressed in a brown surtout, coloured” waistcoat, and white 
trousers, and looked particularly well and healthy. 

[After Thurtell and Hunt had been sentenced to death for the 
murder of William Weare] Mr. Wilson, the gaoler, according to 
the usual practice after condemnation, searched the prisoners, 
but nothing worth particular notice was found upon their persons. 
On opening Thurtell’s snuff-box, which was taken for the moment 
out of his waistcoat pocket, it was found to-be empty : he turned 
round to Bishop [the Bow-street officer], and said, ‘‘ Bishop have 
you any snuff, you see my box is empty?’ Bishop replied that 
he had none, be never carried a box, and was particularly er 
for it at that moment. A gentleman present Immediately too 
out his box, and after asking permission from Thurtell,to take 
that liberty, emptied its contents into his box. Thurtell took a 

inch, handed it to the gentleman and to Mr. Wilson, and put the 

x into his pocket with great composure. 





Mr. Charles Payne (77), of Brighton Terrace, Bradford-road, 
Shrewsbury, solicitor, (net personalty, £3,021), left estate of 
gross value, £5,490. : 
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Companies. 


Westminster Bank Limited 


The net profits of Westminster Bank Limited for the past year, 
after providing for bad and doubtful debts, and all expenses, 
amount to £1,804,783. This sum, added to £536,585 brought 
forward from 1922, leaves available the sum of £2,341,368. 

The dividend of 10 per cent. paid in August last on the £20 
shares and 6} per cent. on the £1 shares absorbs £631,269. A 
further dividend of 10 per cent. is now declared in respect of 
the £20 shares, ma 20 per cent. for the year; and a further 
dividend of 6} ver cent. on the £1 shares will be paid, making 
the maximum o. 12} per cent. for the year. 

One hundred thousand pounds has been transferred to Bank 
Premises Account, £300, to Rebuilding Account, and £100,000 
has been placed to Contingent Fund, leaving a balance of 
£568,480 to be carried forward. 

31 Dec. 1923. 31 Dec. 1922. 31 Dec. 1921. 
£ £ 


£ 
Net Profit oe -» 1,804,783 1,888,021 2,167,846 
Brought forward ee 536,585 519,708 460,914 


Total available 2,341,368 2,407,729 2,628,760 

Dividends - 1,272,888 1,221,144 

£20 shares. . we 20% 

£1 shares .. . 123% 
Premises e 100,000 
Rebuilding Account 300,000 
Contingent Fund 100,000 
Carried forward 568,480 





150,000 
300,000 


536,585 519,708 


Midland Bank Limited. 


The Directors of the Midland Bank, Limited, report that 
full provision ry been made for all bad and doubtful debts, 
the net profits for the year ended 3lst December, 1923, amount 
to £2,210,972, which, with £788,967 brought forward, makes 
£2,999,939 for appropriation as follows : 

To Interim Dividend paid 14th July last and final 
Dividend payable Ist February next, for the 
year 1923, at the rate of 18 per cent. per annum 
less Income Tax on oe oe P 

To Reserve for future Contingencies ¥ 

To Bank Premises Redemption Fund .. £400,000 

Leaving to be carried forward a balance of a £797,069 

For the year 1922 the dividend was at the same rate ; £500,000 
was reserved for future Contingencies, £300,000 was placed 
~ eae Fremises Redemption Fund and £788,967 was carried 
orward. 


£1,502,870 
£300,000 








Obituary. 


Mr. W. M. Pybus. 


Mr. William Mark Pybus, of the firm of Messrs. W. M. Pybus 
and Sons, solicitors, Newcastle, and a well-known naturalist, 
died at his residence at Jesmond on the 4th inst., after a short 
illness. The son of Mr. William Pybus, he was born at Gateshead 
in 1851, and was educated at the Royal Grammar School, 
Newcastle. Serving his articles of clerkship with the late 
Mr. J. A. D. Shipley, he passed his final examination in 1873 with 
honours and was one of the Law Society’s prizemen in that year. 
Since that time he bad practised in Newcastle for fifty-one 


years. 

The study of natural history was thé chief hobby of his leisure, 
and he was a very close observer of plant and animal life. He 
was one of the best-known ornithologists in the horth of England, 
and was a recognized authority on many phases of that branch 
of natural history. As the result of many years of patient work, 
he formed one of the finest collections of British birds’ eggs in 
existence, numbering~ between 30,000 and 40,000 specimens. 
He was a member of the Committee of the Nat History 
Society of Northumberland and Durham and Newcastle-on- 
Tyne from 1884, and was President of the Tyneside Naturalist 
Field Club in 1902-3. He is survived by his widow and two sons, 
Mr, W. M. Pybus and Mr. J. M. Pybus, who were his partners, 
and two daughters, Mrs. F. E. Thew and Miss Hedric Pybus. 





THE MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL. 


WHEN CALLED UPON TO ADVISE AS TO LEGACIES, PLEASE DO NOT 
rorerT Tax Ciarms ov THe Mippiesex Hosrrrat, 
Wich % URGENTLY 8 NEED or Fonps ror 1rs Humanz Worx. 





Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Joun Epwin MircuHett, Esq., O.B.E., Barrister-at 
has been appointed to be Recorder of the Borough of Rye. 


Mr. JAMES WILLOUGHBY JARDINE, Esq., Barrister-at- . 
has been appointed to be Recorder of the Borough of Halifax 


Business Announcement. 


Messrs. LEADER, PLUNKETT & LEADER, Solicitors, formerly @ 
76, Newgate Street, E.C., have removed to St. Paul’s He 
49 and 50, Newgate Street, E.C.1. 


Dissolutions. 


Ropert RitrcuHre and James PERcY WORSNUP, solici 
29, Princess-street, Manchester (Bingham, Hall & Ritchie), ant 
at 46, Long-street, Middleton, Lancashire (Sam Hall & Ritchie}, 
3lst day of December, 1923. The said Robert Ritchie 
continue to practise at 29, Princess-street, Manchester, under the 
style or firm of “‘ Bingham, Hall & Ritchie,”’ and the said Jj 
Percy Worsnup will continue to practise at 46, Long-stree) 
Middleton, in hisown name as “‘ Successor to Sam Hall & Ritchie? 

Paiie HENRY MINSHALLand EpwWIN FOoULKES JONES, solicitor 
at Llangollen, Denbigh (Minshall & Co.), Ist day of January, 19%) 
The said Philip Henry Minshall will hereafter practise alone & 
Eivion-buildings, Bridge-street, Llangollen, and the said Edwin 
Foulkes Jones will continue to practise alone at Bank-chamben, 
Bridge-street, Llangollen... ; 

Joun Taytor and JosEPH WILLIAM CAREY TITTERINGTOS, 
solicitors, 113, Old-street, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancaster (Taylor 
and Titterington), 3lst day of December, 1923. f 

CHARLES JoHN VINT, FRANK HERBERT HILL, HENRY Kit 
and WYNDHAM THEODORE VINT, solicitors, at Bradford (Vint, B 
and Killick), 31st day of December, 1923. The practice of the 
will in future be carried on by the said Charles John Vint, 
Herbert Hill, and Wyndham Theodore Vint, under the style of 
“ Vint, Hill & Killick.” 

THomas Hatt Winper and HerBerT CHARLES HOLDmS, 
solicitors, 20, Mawdsley-street, Bolton, Lancaster (Winder and 
Holden), 31st day of December, 1923. The said Herbert Charles 
Holden will continue to carry on the said business under 
said style or firm of ‘‘ Winder & Holden.” 
(Gazette, 4th January. © 
WEEDEN Dawes, BarRY WILLICOMBE MASON, AB 
ELLIot SHUTER, WILLIAM RALPH INGHAM-THOMPSON, MICHAR 
STILEMAN Dawes and ARTHUR PERCIVAL WHATLEY, solicitom, 
81-87, Gresham-street, London (Dawes & Sons), 31st day @ 
December, 1923, so far as regards the said Weeden Dawes. 

Percy RatpH Evans and ALFRED WILLIAM TAYLOR, 50 
35, Saint Nicholas-street, Bristol (Evans & Taylor), 3lst daya 
December, 1923. (Gazette, 8th January, 








General. 


Sir Charles Darling, who received a barony in the New Yet 
Honours List, has chosen the title of Lord Darling, of 
in the County of Essex. 

Mr. Theodore Bell, of Epsom, Surrey, solicitor, for forty 


years Clerk to the Epsom Justices, died on 4th November, aged ef 


leaving property of the gross value of £21,439, with net pe 0 
£13,044. n his wife’s death he gives: £200 to the Epsom 
Cottage Hospital ; £200 to the Solicitors’ Benevolent Associations 
£100 to the Law Association ; £100 to the United Law Oem, 
Society ; £200 to the Uppingham School Society ; £100 4% 
St. John’s College for Sons of the Clergy ; £100 to the © ; 
Augmentation Fund ; £100 to the Clergy Orphan Corpo 
£100 to the Church Lads’ Brigade ; £50 to the Epsom J 
Association ; £50 to the Metropolitan Police Orphanage. 4 
The private Parliamentary Bill.which would give the 
and Dittons Council. control of the commons in their ¢ 
the manorial rights of which they purchased four years 
has aroused much opposition from local residents. Under @ 
Bill the Council are seeking power { utilize the comm 
public pleasure grounds and to construct a golf course on 
Common. Certain ple have offered to pay the co neil | 
annual rental of for about 120 acres of the common on 
a golf course would be laid out. At their meeting on 
night the council decided to adopt a suggestion made b, 
Commons and Footpaths Preservation Society, and to 
themselves to keep the commons unenclosed and unbuilt 
retaining them in their natural aspect. The Bill will be con 
at a montng of ratepayers, and it is probable that a pe 
be demanded. = eae 
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“Mr. Eglin Needham, of Holly Bank, Werneth, Oldham, Lancs, 
icitor, who died on 7th November, aged 35, son of Sir George 
William Needham, chairman of Platt Bros. & Co., Ltd., left 
te of the gross value of £56,463, with net personalty £48,224. 
testator left : £1,500 3} per cent. Conversion Loan to the 
faterhead Con tional Chapel to augment the fund settled 
by his father in 1912 to provide for the salary of the minister ; 
200 to the said chapel for general ep enna, £1,000 to the 
(idham Royal Infirmary ; £500 to the Oldham Mission ; £400 
the Oldham Nursing Association ; £300 to the Oldham Bluecoat 
o01; and £100 to the Ellesmere (Salop) Cottage Hospital. 
From The Times of 3rd January, 1824 :— , . 
Mr. Justice Park [after passing sentence of death on two men 
onvicted at Surrey Winter Assizes of housebreaking] said this 
was an offence which prevailed to a most alarming extent, which 
must be attributed to the indiscreet humanity of judges (he took 
own share in the blame fully) in offering reasons of mercy to 
Crown. . . . He had taken this prompt course in pronouncing 
nce of death, that the prisoners might entertain no delusive 
3 of obtaining mercy from their earthly judge, and that 
the} might, with the more earnestness, strive for the forgiveness 
ifthe Judge Eternal, through the merits of a redeeming Saviour. 
The Portsmouth Town Council are discussing a report from 
ithe Borough Surveyor on the subject of coast erosion at Southsea. 
Asthe island of Portsea, upon which Portsmouth and Southsea 
igand, lies but a few feet above high-water mark, the encroach- 
iment of the sea upon Southsea beach has become a serious matter 
the inhabitants. To stop this inroad the council will be 
wked to sanction an expenditure of £1,600 upon experimental 
i As a result of his investigations the Borough Engineer 
expresses the opinion that the erosion is due mainly to the con- 
tinuous dredging that is carried out to keep open the deep-water 
channel for warships entering and leaving Portsmouth harbow.. 
A police-inspector told the Willesden Bench on the 4th inst. 
that he was instructed by the Commissioner to call the attention 
the justices to the fact that the licensee of a public-house 
in Willesden-lane had set up two petrol pumps outside his licensed 
premises without the permission of the Court or the Commissioner. 
he petrol tank constituted a danger to the customers using the 
s. Moreover, a licensee had no right to start a second 
business on his licensed premises. The Chairman said that the 
sale of petrol from outside a public-house was an inducement 
todrivers to drink, and the inspector was asked to bring the case 
tothe notice of the, justices at a later date. 
Sir Herbert Austin, Clerk of the Central Criminal Court, was 
the recipient of warm congratulations at the opening of the 
Sessions on the 8th inst., on the honour of knighthood 
tly conferred upon him by the King. The Recorder (Sir 
Emest Wild, K.C.), at the sitting of the Court, said Sir Herbert 
tad been a servant of the Court for forty years, during the latter 
part of which he had held the high office of clerk. They were 
delighted that a man of such learning, Suche good humour, 
di judgment, and courtesy should have received this honour. 
rman Sir George Truscott, on behalf of the Lord Mayor, 
Court of Aldermen, and the Sheriffs, and Sir Henry Curtis 
hett,, K.C.,on the part of the Bar, joined in the congratulations, 
‘The January session of the Central Criminal Court was opened 
the Sessions House, Old Bailey, on Tuesday, by the Lord Mayor, 
who was accompanied by Alderman Sir George * Truscott, 
Alderman Sir Charles Johnston, the Recorder of London (Sic 
Emest Wild, K.C.), Mr. Sheriff T. M. Dron, Mr. Sheriff 
RB. ©. Sennett, and Mr. Under-Sheriff H. W. Capper. Six 
i jurors (twe of them women) who did not attend 
m4 answer to the summons requiring them to serve were each 
ined “200 shillings.” The Recorder, in charging the grand 
Y,8aid he was sorry to have to say that a feature of the calendar 
the number of crimes which were associated with personal 
te. There were four charges of murder two of man- 
ter, one of wounding with intent to murder, and three of 
with intent to do grievous bodily harm. Another 
ble feature of the calendar was the recrudescence of 
G@latges of bigamy, of which there were no fewer than eleven. 
The Times correspondent at Paris, in a message of 7th January, 
mys: A claim for damages against the German Government 
4“) & Belgian subject who was ig Orie by the German military 
eMorities during the war came before the Belgo-German Mixed 
eral Tribu in Paris to-day. This is a test case, the 
SMmant being a member of the Belgian Deportees Association, 
waka numbers 80,000 persons, About 250,000 French citizens 
“ 0 deported during the German occupation of Northern 
The statement of the claimant’s case was begun by 
enne. It is urged that there was a contract between the 
Government and the deportees, who were compelled to 
d that this contract was broken by the ing of deportees 
dus positions and by denying them various benefits, suchjas 
nee, gran to wor by German legislation. 
n Government’s case in reply is that the reparation 
tS cover all indemnities and compensations due to 
gas to other sufferers from the conditions of the war. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [vol 68] 285 





A Corporate Trustee “ss. Family Solicitor 


As Adviser assures Efficient Management, Experience and Geatinaity. 











ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURAN 


(Incorporated A.D. 1720) acts as : 


EXECUTOR AND TRUSTEE OF WILLS 
or TRUSTEE OF SETTLEMENTS. 


Trust Funds are kept apart from the Corporation’s Funds. 
THE SOLICITOR NOMINATED BY THE TESTATOR IS EMPLOYED. 


For full particulars apply to the Secretary— 
HEAD OFFICE: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C.3. 
LAW COURTS BRANCH: 29-30, HIGH HOLBORN, W.C.1. 

















The opinion of a Lord Chief Justice over forty years ago on 
the subject of a solicitor becoming bail for a client was, says 
The Times, quoted to the Lord Mayor at the Mansion House on 
27th December. In adjourning the hearing of a case before him, 
in which a defendant was charged with obtaining credit under 
false pretences, the Lord Mayor granted bail in one surety in 
£500, or two sureties in £250 each. The solicitor for the defendant 
at once offered to become bail for him. The Assistant Clerk 
drew the Lord Mayor’s attention to the words of the Lord Chief 
Justice in the Queen’s Bench Division in 1876 (reported in The 
Times): ‘‘ We think it right to express our sense, we will not say 
of the impropriety, but of the inexpediency, of such a course, and 
our opinion that it ought not to be repeated.” The solicitor 
pointed out that the defendant had business matters to attend 
to, and it was necessary that he should be allowed to go out on 
bail. The Lord Mayor, after some further discussion, 
that the solicitor should become one of the sureties in 
the defendant’s appearance, and this was agreed to. 

With reference to Marriage by Purchase, Mr. Cloudesley 
Brereton, Briningham-house, Melton Constable, Norfolk, writes 
to The Times (4th inst.): ‘“‘ My eye has caught the interesting 
paragraph from The Times of 100 years ago about the sale of a 
wife. I remember a friend of my father’s once telling us he 
remembered when as a little boy he was out riding with his uncle 
they came across a farmer who was standing by the side of the 
highway with his wife with a halter round her neck, as if she were 
@ mare or some other animal for sale. The woman had nothing 
but a shift on, and the price demanded was a sovereign. She 
was subsequently bought by another farmer, by whom she had 
several children, and their marriage by purchase was rec 
as quite legal by the neighbourhood.” And Lieut.-Col. 
Ww. é. Cavenagh, St. Margarets-at-Cliffe, writes to The Times 
(8th inst.) : ‘‘ Another instance of marriage by purchase is related 
in the Kentish Gazette of March, 1805, when ‘ one of the labourers 
working on the Military Canal, having quarrelled with his wife, 
brought her with a cord round her neck and tied her to a in 
the market place at, Hythe and at aed her up for sale; the big 
drummer of the 4th Foot, a mulatto, bought her and led ‘her 


for 


away ; she was not more than twenty years of age and of a likely 
figure.’ ”’ 








R INSURANGE.—It is very essential 
nsured, and in oF ioe tania oan 
i case 2 
(LIMITED), 26, Street, Covent Garden, W.C.2, well-known 
over 100 years), have a of 
to advise those 


desiring valuations purpose. 
works of art, bric-A-brac a speciality. [ADve) 
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HILARY SITTINGS, 1924. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
In APPEAL Court No. I. 

Friday, llth January.— 
tions, Original Motions, 
A pals, and, if necessary, 


Monday, Aes January. — 
tions, Original Motions, 
Appeals, and, 
Final Appeals. 

Tuesday, 15th January.—Final Appea 
from the Chancery Division will be taken 
and continued until further notice. 

In APPEAL Court No. II. 

Friday, 11th Janaary.— 
tions, Original Motions, Interlocuto 
Appeals, and, if yawn ag Final Appeals 

Monday, 14th Jan (ny 

y, 14t hal «ok xXparte 
tions, Original Motions, Interlocutory 
Appeals, and, if necessary, Final Appeals 
from the King’ s Bench Division. 

Tuesday, 15th January.—Final A 
from the King’s Bench Division will 


Applica- 
Interlocutory 


Applica- 


if necessary, 


_ 
taken and continued until further notice. 


| 

HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 

| 

} 

| 

| 


OHANCERY Court I. 
Mr. Justice EVE. 
Mondays ...... Chamber summonses. 
Tuesdays ...... Companies’ (Winding up) 
Business and non-wit list. | 
Wednesdays. .. .Sht caus, , fur cons and 
non-wit list. 
Thursdays ..... Non-wit list. 


} 
Lancashire Business will be taken on | 
Thursdays, 24th January; 7th and 


2ist February, 6th and 20th March | 
and 3rd April. 
Fridays........ Mots and non-wit list. 


CHancery Covrr IV. 
Mr. Justice ROMER. 

Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 


Interlocutory | 
Chancery | 


| 


Chancery | 


rte Applica- | 


Applica- | 


CHANCERY Court IL. 
Mr. Justice ASTBURY. 

Except, when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 

beg Summonses in Bankruptcy will 

be taken on ys, 28th January, 
25th February, 24th March and 14th 
April. 

Motions in Bankruptcy will be taken on 
7 tag announced in the Daily Cause 

st. 


CHANCERY Court III. 
Mr. Justice P. 0. LAWRENCE. 


Mondays....... Sitting in Chambers. 
Tuesdays ...... Mots and non-wit list. 
Wednesdays. ...Fur cons and non-wit list. 

| Thursdays ..... Nor-wit list. 
Fridays........ 


Mots, sht caus, pets and 
non-wit list. 


LORD CHANCELLOR'S COURT. 
Mr. Justice RUSSELL. 


Mondays....... Chamber Summonses. 
Applications under Trading with the 
nemy Acts will be heard on each 
Monday afternoon at 2 o(clock. 


| Tuesdays ...... Mots, sht caus, pets, fur 
| cons and non-wit list. 
Wednesdays. . 
Thursdays ..... * } Non-wit list. 
Pridays........ Mots and non-wit list. 


CHANCERY CouRT V. 
Mr. Justick TOMLIN. 


Except when other Business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice TOMLIN 
will take Actions with Witnesses on all 
days, other than Mondays, throughout 

the Sittings. 





THE COURT OF APPEAL. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1924. 
The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will, from time to 


time, be announc 


FROM THE CHANCERY 
DIVISION. 


(Final List.) 
1923. 


Re August Merk-Wirz Patent No. 
10,189 of 1913 

Sorrell v Smith & ors 

Luxardo v The Public Trustee 

Re Carbonit Aktiengesellschaft 
George Schmidt & anr 

Re Letters Patent No. 139,207 

Re Patents & Designs Acts 

Erlam v Grice 

Hale v Coombes 

Same v Same 

Re Woosnam, dec Beevor v Eyton, 
Burton & Co 

The New York Life Assce Co v The 
Public Trustee 

Re. Twopeny’s Settlement Monro v 
Twopeny & anr 

Re T. Speight, dec Robinson v 
Wood & ors 

Re Hatwell Pritchett & Co. Solicitors 
&c. and In re Taxation of costs 

The Halden Estates Co ld v The 
Honest Housing Co ld & ors 

Schiller v Petersen & Cold 

Sir W G Armstrong Whitworth 
& Co ld v Hardeastle 


FROM THE CHANCERY 
DIVISION. 

(In Bankruptey.)° 

Re A Debtor (No. 860 of 1923) Expte 

The Debtor v The Petitioning 

Creditor & The Official Pewee 
In the Matter of a Bankru 





Notice (No. 3,141 of 1923) Expte 
The J t Creditor 


; 


in the Daily Cause List. 


FROM THE PROBATE AND 
DIVORCE DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1923. 

Divorce Harnett, D G v Harnett, 

Est Cc 


FROM THE CHANCERY AND 
PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISIONS. 

(Interlocutory List.) 
1923. 

Trustees of the Estate of Rothfield 
v Wright 

Divorce Silver, C J v Silver, E L 
& anr 

Dodd v The Amalgamated Marine 
Workers’ Union 


Standing for Judgment. 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 

(Final and New Trial List.) 
Heard before Bankes, Scrurron 
and Arkiy, L.JJ. 

A L Underwood Id v Bank of Liver- 

pool & Martins ld (c.a.v. Dec. 18) 
A L Underwood Id v Barclays Bank 
Id (c.a.v. Dee. 18) 
For Hearing. 
1922. : 
Clear & Co ‘Id (Sellers) v Bloch 
(pt hd) (restored Feb. 6 1923) 
Same v Same (restored Feb. 6 1923) 
1923. 
Re Agricultural Holdings Acts Fay 
& ors (Tenants) v Williamson & 
anr(s.o. pending decisionin House 
of Lords) : 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





Supply Charterers s.s. ‘‘Buranda”’ 
(remitted to Arbitrator July 25) 
The Ard Steamers ld v Same s.s. 


“ Ardgoil ” 
Same v Same s.s. ‘‘ Ardgowan ” 
Revenue British Dyestuffs Corpn 


ld v Commrs of Inland Revenue 

Revenue Rowntree & Co ld v 
Curtis, H.M. Inspector of Taxes 

Revenue Commrs of Inland Revenue 
v George Bufrell 

Revenue Commrs of Inland-Revenue 
v William Burrell 

Revenue Henry A Lane & Co Id v 
Commrs of Inland Revenue 

Beatty v Beatty pt hd (s.o. Nov. 1) 

Revenue The Union Cold Storage 
Co ld v W Jones, H.M. Inspector 
of Taxes 

Revenue Wilcock, H.M. Inspector 
of Taxes v Pinto & Co 

Revenue Gloucester Ry Carriage 
& Wagon Co ld v Commrs of 
Inland Revenue 

Revenue The Swedish Central Ry 
Co ld v W P Thompson 

Re Agricultural Holdings Acts The 
Minister of Agriculture & Fisheries 
(Tenant) v Dean 

Chartered Trust & Exchequer Co 
v London Scottish Assce Corpn 
Id (s.o. pending decision in House 
of Lords Oct, 15) 


Revenue Attorney-General v 
Aramayo & ors 
Revenue LEccott, Inspector @ 


Taxes v Aramayo ' 

Revenue The Aliauza Co ld v 
The Commrs of Inland Revenue 
Evans v AS. Dansk Rhederi 

Kompagni & ors f 
Thrige v United Shipping Co ld 
United States of America, repre- 

sented by the U.S. Shipping 

Board v R Durrell & Co ld 
Same v Duffell 
Revenue Cohan’s Executors 

Commrs of Inland Revenue 
Revenue Attorney-General v Parr 
& ors 
Aktieselskabet Dampskibs ‘‘ Cleve- 
land ” v Horsley Smith & Co ld 
Talbot Ponsonby v Myers 


v 


Russell & Co 

Attorney-General v Forsikringsak- 
tieselskabet National (of Copen- 
hagen) : 

Glamorgan County Council v Glas- 
brook Bros Id 

Same v Tirdonkin Merthyr Colleries 
ld 

Madras Electric Supply Co Id v 
Peninsular and Oriental Steam 
Navigation Co 

The Controller of the Clearin; 
Office v Edwards & Co (Bread 
Street) ld 

Hambling v Paterson 

Freeman v Keene 

Zachariassen v Importer & Expor- 
ters Marine Insce Co Id 


Smith v Gapwell 
Roberts v Brownhill’s 
Works Co 

Nisbet v Haines 

Union Jack Photo: Plays ld v The 
Gaumont Cold _ 

Bourne v Litton 

Hart v Edelsten & ors 

Scrimaglio v Thornett 

Revenue Avelino -Aramayo & Co 
v Ogston - 

Berkeley V Overall 

Bros (Owners) v Furness, 


Chemical 





The Buranda Steamship Co Id v 
Royal Commission .on Wheat 


Setton, Friedmann & Co v Law] 








* Jan, 12, is 

























Dale v I a Electric Cold — 
— Marconi’s Wig 
elegraph ‘Co Id ¥ 
Michalinos & Co, Owners of gq 9m Balsam- 
‘**Matheos” v Louis Dreyfus § gm Owner © 
Co, Charterers (re Arbitration: | of 8.8. 
1889) ~ Wimbied 
Lewis v Louis Dreyfus & Co (jm gy Owners 
een Be Act, 1889) NS , 
he Petition of Right of Bao, i 
Vaughan & Co & Biwick— 
The MAG Engine Co dv H Clg Owners | 
& Sons Id Owner 
Stomm v Stomm With 
Cockburn & ors vy Smith : Nedenes- 
Stuart, Burns & Co (Buyers) ' Norsk H. 
Navy, Army & Air Force tiesels 
Caraman, Rowley & May v Aperghis “Ned 
Nixon v Erith U DC 
Pulling v Lidbitter Id FROM 
Abbot v E & R Garrould 
Commrs of Customs & Excise x ( 
Griffith 
Jones v White Perlak 
Seward v Chartered Bank of Tui, Deen 
Australia & China RePetn 
Boot v Uttoxeter U.D.C. id 
Gorton Pew Fisheries Co v King ” Union I 





Rowe v Barton & anr 

Lancaster & Jones (Sellers) ¥ 
J F Turner & Co Id (re Arb 

tration Act 1889) : 

Harcourt v Lock 

*“Snia” Societa di Navigasionl 








Industria e Commercio v Suzuki Inve The 
and Co F 
Marsh v Booth : (F 
Steinmann v Hutchings Briggs 
Tolleth v Woods, Sons & Co facturi 
W N Maller & Co (Assured) v The head) 
Y Union Maritime of Paris (te Maloney 
Arbitration Act 1889) Southy 
De Paiva v Reich & anr Court | 
Ellis v Yorke leivers | 
Seager v Robson (Derby 


Canadian Pacific Ry Co (Owners}y¥ Hinton \ 

















Board of Trade (re Arbitration Wisbe: 
Act 1889) Soot v 
The King - Making Machines Birmir 
ld) v Mayor, &c of Poole N.B.— 
Hazlitt Properties ld v Costello Final an 
APPEALS 
In the Indemnity Act, 1920. 
1923. HIG: 
(Interlocutory List.) 
Swift & Co v Board of Trade (not 
before Jan. 18) Me Ju 
Same v Sante (not before Jay. 18) ings | 
(Final List.) Liverp. 
Henderson, clmt + The Chie HF Busine 
Secretary for Irelan 20th Mar 
Burke v Same (8.0. pending decision Me. Ju 
The Carlow County Council ¥ Site 
Same . 
The Tyrone County Council ¥ Bankri 
Same (s.o. pending decision ag 
* No 3) , 
Black v The Commrs for e: Mr. Ju 
the office of Lord High Hilary 8 
of the United Kingdom Mr. Ju 
Bl tthe ssgags Commrs Vv Sittings | 
“Gartsides (Brookside) Me. Ju 
v The Admiralty 1s: 
FROMe THE PRO: Te 






DIVORCE & AD ne 
DIVISION (ADMIRALTY, © 

(Final List.) 

With Nautical Assessors. 

pes ay SBbS ma 664 0—~—CO 

“Ttria” v Own 












of 5.8. 
Graphic & Duke of Conn 








Mazarakis 
Withy & Cold 
} 
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**Balsam” v | Wilmot v The Askern Coal & Iron 
Co Id (Yorkshire, Doncaster) — 
Rencher v Babcock & Wilcox ld 
(Kent, Woolwich) 
Edwards v Ocean Coal Co ld 
(Glamorganshire, Mountain Ash) 
Taylor v Sir Robert McAlpine & 
of Iron Lighter ‘* Brock- Sons & The Southern Ry Co third 
worth” v Owners of s.s. ‘* Wimble- parties (Middlesex, Westminster) 
don” & ors Same v Same 
Biwick—1923—Folio 126 Miao a pS 
Owners of s.s. “Lisbon Marn” v [Standing in the ‘‘ Abated ”’ List.] 
“Owners of s.s. “‘ Elwick ” FROM THE CHANCERY 
Without Nautical Assessors. DIVISION. 
Nedenes—1918—Folio 255 (Final List.) 
ee heektatek a re Shipperdson’s Will 
fieelskab v Owners of 5.58. Stephens v Knaresborough (s.o. 


Qwners of 5.8. 

< of s.s. “Graphic” & 

‘ of Connaught” 

Jalsam—1923—Folio 301 

Owner of s.s. “‘ Graphic” v Owners 
* Balsam ” 

Wimbledon—1922—Folio 242 











Trusts 


ce m 
“Ape “Nedénes ” generally Oct 15) 
> KINGS RBENC In re Peil’s Settlement James v 
from ee ace Clare & ors (s.o. generally Oct 16) 
Me 1 Li Kendjian v Gumuchdjian (stayed 
Excise. (Interlocutory List.) by order of Court of Appeal Nov 5) 


1923. 
© BB Perlak Petroleum Maatschappy v 
of India, FF Seon 


RePetn of Right of P & W Anderson 


(In Bankruptcy.) 
re A Debtor (expte The Debtor), 
No 246 of 1917 (ordered to 
** Abated List” by C.A.,’April 23, 
1920) 


ee 0 Snorer My re A Debtor (expte The Debtor v 


ellers) Pog bri ld The Petitioning Creditor and the 
re Athi: Hi Nenby v ered Official Receiver), No 889 of 1921 


me! (on Nov. 4, 1921, adjd. over tria] 

APPEALS. of action in Court of first instance) 
rigazione. . we ae 

vy Samii. Inre The W —— ’ Compensation FROM THE KING'S BENCH 

DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
Revenue Bourne & Hollingsworth 
v Commrs of Inland Revenue (s.o. 


. (From County Courts.) 
v The Gandy Bell Manu- 
facturing Co ld (Cheshire, Birken- 
head 








aris (re labney v E & T Pink ld (Surrey, generally Nov 29, 1922) 
Southwark) (remitted to County | H A Brightman & Co (Owners) v 
Court for re-hearing Nov 28) Bange y born ld (s.o. generally 
leivers v Barber, Walker & Co Id Dec 14) 
(Derbyshire, Ilkeston and Belper) | Smith v Lloyd (s.o. generally Nov 
a Hinton v Palmer (Cambridgeshire, 26) q 
bi Wisbech) (Interlocutory List.) 
: Scott v McAllen (Warwickshire, | South London Manufacturing Co Id 
Machines Birmingham) v Noble (s.o. generally Oct 15) 
dace N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine and King’s Bench 
tello final and Interlocutory Appeals, &c., set down to December 22nd, 1923. 
920. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 


HILARY SITTINGS, 1924. 
Notices Re,atrne TO THE CHaNcERY Cause List. 
‘Mr. Justice Eve will take his Business as announced in the Hilary 


Sittings Paper. 

Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. Justice Eve willtake Lancashire 
Business on Thursdays, the 24th January, 7th and 21st February, 6th and 
%th March and 3rd April. 

Mr, Justice Asrsurny.—Except when other Business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout the 


Bankruptcy Motions will be taken on Mondays announced in the Daily 
Conse List—Judgment Summonses in Bankruptcy will be taken on Mondays, 
the 28th January, 25th February, 24th March and 14th April. 

Mt. Justice P. O. Lawrence will take his Business as announced in the 
Sittings Paper. 

Hr. Justice Russert will take his business as announced in the Hilary 
Paper. Applications under the Trading with the Enemy Acts will 

on each Monday at 2 o’clock. : 

. Justice Romer.—Except when other business is advertised in the 
Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout the 








Justice Tomtrx.—Except when other Business is advertised in the 
Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken on all days other 
lat Mondays throughout the Sittings. 

Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—Mr. Justice Eve, Mr. Justice 
£0, Lawrence.and Mr. Justice RussExu will sit in Court every Monday 
the Sittings to hear Chamber Summonses. : 
amonses adjourned into Court and Non-Witness Actions will be heard 

Justice Evz, Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence and Mr. Justice RussE.. 
Petitions and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated in 
y Sittings Paper. 











Actions as follows :— 


P. O. Lawrence, JJ. 


Tomuin, JJ. 


CHANCERY CAUSES FOR 
TRIAL OR HEARING. 
Set down to 22nd December, 1923. 
Before Mr. Justice Eves. 
Retained Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses. ) 
Crawshaw v Pilbrow (fixed for Jan. 
11) 

South Coast Land & Resort Co Id v 
Wagstaff , 

Grant v Major & Co ld 

Callow v Parfitt 

Hall v Boret 

Bindley v Smith 

Public Trustee v Montgomery 

Municipality of Buenos Aires v 
Baring Bros & Co ld (fixed for 
Feb. 20) 

Willie v Kinsey 

Further Considerations. 

Re Michelham, dec Michelham v 
Michelham 

Re Schwann, dec 
Stahlmann 


Schwann v 


Adjourned Summonses. 

Re Louis Rosenblum, dec 
Rosenblum v Rosenblum 

Re Lynch, dec Lynch v Pearce 

Re Griffiths, dee Thomas v Hughes 

Re Dixon, dec Aldridge v Dixon 

Re Sheridan’s Settlement Keeling v 
McLaughlin 

Re Schlusser, dec 
Corpn Id v Sevier 

Re Meyer’s Settled Estates & re 
Settled Land Act, 1882 

Re Rust, dec Maddison v Rust 

Re Conway, dec Carpenter v Shaw 

Re Clark, dec Cross v Hillis 

Re Metropolitan Theatre & Music 
Hall Fire Fund Payne v Attorney- 
Genera! 

Re Jessop’s Trust Dodd v Ellis 

Re Cullum, dec Cust v Attorney- 
General 

Re Brown, dec Public Trustee v 
Chellew 

Re Webb, dec Webb v Clarke 

Re J Hopkinson, dec Hopkinson v 
Hopkinson 

Re Greenwood, dec 
Greenwood 

Re B A Miller, dec Miller v Miller 

Re Pethick, dec Pethick v Hartley 

Re Quince Settlement Trusts Quince 
v Quince 

Re Towle’s Will Trusts Hind v 
Public Trustee 

Re Tongue’s Settlement Trusts 
Tongue v Tongue 

Re HS Smith, dec Ward v Long 

Re T W Wood, dec Nat Prov & 
Union Bank v Wood 

Veale v Halden Estates Co ld 

Re J M Green, dec Green v Green 

Re England’s Trusts Burton v 
England 

Re T 8S Watkinson, dec Watkinson 
v Watkinson 

Re Cooper, dec Lamb v Sinclaire 

Re Reich’s Will Trusts Public 
Trustee v Guthrie 

Re Boswell, dec Hamilton v Boswell 

Re King, dec and re Settled Land 
Acts, 1882 to 1890 

Re Bott, dec Daniel v Bott 

Re L Rosenblum, dec Rosenblum v 


The Trustees 


Boocock v 





Rosenblum 








Norice with REFERENCE TO THE CHANCERY Witness Lasts. 
During the Hilary Sittings the Judges will sit for the disposal of Witness 


Mr. Justice Astsury will take the Witness List for Asrpury and 


Mr. Justice Romer will take the Witness List for Eve and Romemr, JJ. 
Mr. Justice Tomirin will take the Witness List for Russet and 


Re Dilks, dec Walker v Birkett 

Re Francis, dec Public Trustee v 
Nash 

Re Arcotald Taylor v The Company 

Pellici v Abrahams 

Re Tinley, dec Archbold v Public 
Trustee 

Re Alexander, dec Vassall v Winter 

Tetley v Tetley 

Re Land Registry Acts Pearson v 
Port of London Authority (fixed 
for Jan. 31) 

Re G 8S Rowe’s Will Trusts re 
J Rowe’s Will Trusts Rowe v 
Rowe 


Companies (Winding Up) and 
Chancery Division. 
Companies (Winding Up). 
Petitions (to wind up). 

Fibre Tube & Box Board Manu- 


facturers Id (petn. of J B Hunt— — 


ordered on Nov. 18, 1919 to stand 
over generally) 

W §S Laycock ld (petn. of Bagshaws 
& Co ld & anr—ordered on 
June 20, 1922 to stand over 
generally) 

Pacific Marine Insce Co (petn. of 
Canton Insce Office ld—s.o. from 
July 10, 1923 to Jan. 15, 1924) 

Calloose Tin Mines & Alluvials ld 
(petn of H E Thatcher—with 
witnesses—ordered on July 5, 
1923 to stand over generally) . 

Wynnfield Shipping Co ld (petn. of 
Agence Maritime Henri Dumont 
—ordered on July 25, 1922 to 
stand over generally) 

Zenith Motors ld (petn. of Establise- 
ments Hutchinson—s.o. from 
Nov. 6, 1923 to Jan. 15, 1924) 

Sheffield Steel Products ld (petn. of 
Hemmings & Co ld in liquidation 
—ordered on Oct. 16, 1923 to 
stand over generally) 


‘Isleworth Rubber Co Id (petn. of the 


Company—s.o. from July 31, 1923 
to Feb. 12, 1924) 

Commercial Cars Id (petn. of 
Worrall & Robey Ild—s.o. from 
Dec. 4, 1923 to March 4, 1924) 

Alliance Bank of Simla Id (petn. of 
L W Warlow-Harry—s.o. from 
Oct. 23, 1923 to May 6, 1924) 

Anglo Burma Oil Co ld (petn. of 
F W Mansell—+s.o. from Nov. 20, 
1923 to Jan. 15, 1924) 

Gwynnes Engineering Co ld (petn. 
of Dunlop Rubber Co ld—-s.o, 
from Oct. 23, 1923 to Jan. 22, 
1924) 

Adam, Grimaldi & Co Id (petn. of 
Gwynnes Engineering Co ld—s.o, 
from Oct. 23, 1923 to Jan. 22, 
1924) 

Redheugh Iron & Steel Co ld (petn. 
of E N V Motors ld—s.o. from 
July 31, 1923 to Jan. 15, 1924) 

Maison Valence Id (petn. of Harrods 
ld—s.o. from Dee, il, 1923 to 
Jan, 22, 1924) 

W Alban Richards & Co ld (petn. of 
Hoo Brick Co Id—s.o. from 
Nov. 6, 1923 to Jan. 15, 1924) 

Kendall, Wilson & Co Id - of 
8 roy ld—s.o. from 30, 


1923 to Jan. 15, 1924) 
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‘ 
Bristol Theatres ld (petn. of D 


Lyndon—s.o. from Nov. 27, 1923 
to Jan. 15, 1924) 
J Sykes & Co Id (petn. of T 5 Fogg 
& ors) (Liverpool District Registry 
s.o. from Nov. 20, 1923 to 
Jan, 22, 1924) 
Robert Young’s Construction Co ld 
(petn. of London Asphalte Co ld— 


s.o. from Dee. 4, 1923 to Jan. 22, | 


1924) 

Park Royal Engineering Works Id 
(petn. of Aston Chain & Hook Co 
ld—s.o. from Nov. 27, 
Jan. 15, 1924) 

James Milton & Co ld (petn of 
Lockyers ld—s.o. from Dec. 18, 
1923 to Jan. 15, 1924) * 

Harvey, Frost & Co ld (petn. of 
Welch & Co ld—s.o. from Nov. 27, 
1923 to Jan. 22, 1924) 

Standard Developments Id (petn. of | 
T Layton—s.o. from Dee, 18, 1923 
to Jan. 15, 1924) 

Kent Silk Mills ld (petn. of H J | 
West—s.o. from Dec. 13, 1923 to 
Jan. 15, 1924) 

Barrow & Calcutta Jute Co Id (petn. 
of Wm. & John Dawson Id—s.o, 
from Dec. 18, 1923 to Jan. 1, 


1924) 
S A Proprietary ld (petn. of H Kean 
—s.o. from Dec. 18, 1923 to” 


Jan. 15, 1924) 

Brynawel Steamship Co Id (petn. of 
H.M. Attorney-General—s.o. from 
Dec. 18, 1923 to Jan. 15, 1924) 

G Gest & Co Id (petn. of Wright & 
Hadgkiss Id) 

West Indies & South American 
Finance Co Id (petn. of Societe | 
Anonyme Annuaire du Commerce | 
Didot-Bottin) 

Ancasters Id (petn. of Antill Id) 

James H Brown Id (petn. of M Dunn 
Id 

Lionel Levy & Co ld (petn. of 
W H.-W Greenslade) 

Industrial House Purchase Soe Id 
(petn. of T A Mason & ors) 

British Coal Exports Id (petn. of 
Renwick, Wilton & Co ld) 

Rochester Toffee Co ld (petn. of Sir | 
John Francis Id) 

Dutton, Massey & Co ld (petn. of 
Shimwell & Co) 

H Wilson Greenwood & Co ld (petn. 
of Hollings & Guest Id) 

Whiting Id (petn. of Hudson & Son) 

E Page & Co ld (petn. of JC& WT | 
Gould & Co Id) 

Strouds (Constructions) Id (petn. of | 
Farquharson Bros & Co) 

South Caucasian Syndicate Id (petn. 
of A Hicks & anr) 

Holborn Radio Co Id (petn. of 
Sterling Telephone & Electric Co 
ld) 

Petition (to sanction Scheme of 
Arrangement). 
W H Cheadle & Waltho Id 
Chancery Petitions. 

W J Douglas & Partners Id & re- 
duced (to confirm reduction of 
capital—ordered on Oct 24, 1922 
to stand over generally) 

Fellows, Morton & Clayton Id & re- 
duced (to confirm reduction of 
capital) 

United Lankat Plantations Co ld & 
reduced (same) 

Canadian Building & Estate Co Id 
& reduced (same) 

H & C Crundall Id & reduced (same) 

Rosehaugh Co Id & reduced (same) 

South Australian Land Mortgage & 
Agency Co Id & reduced (same) | 

‘GR Portway & Co Id & reduced | 
(same) 





1923 to | 


| Fairbanks 


SOLICITORS’ 


J Winkley & Co ld & reduced (same) 

St Denis Corpn ld & redu:-ed (same) 

William & John Pattison Id & 
reduced (same) 

Edward Barnard & Sons Id & re- 

| duced (same) 

| G Bell & Sons Id & reduced (same) 

| Bostwick Gate & Shutter Co Id & 
reduced (same) 

Commercial Fibre Co of England Id 
& reduced (same) 

Atlas Agency Id & reduced (same) 

Grain Elevator Estate ld & reduced 
(same) 

Powell & Powell ld & reduced (same) 

Sir James Laing & Sons Id & reduced 
(same) 

George Wright (London) 
reduced (same) 

Luipaards Vlei Estate & Gold Mining 
Co ld & reduced (same) 

E & T Pink & Plaistowe (Pro- 
prietary) ld & reduced (same) 
Exploring Land & Minerals Co ld & 

reduced (same) 

Shipton, Anderson & Cold & reduced 
(same) 

Martinsyde Id (to sanction Scheme of 
Arrangement—ordered on July 
26, 1921 to stand over generally) 

Ben Evans Co ld (to sanction 
Scheme of Arrangement) 

Caxton Insce Co ld (to confirm 
alteration of objects—ordered on 
March 15, 1921 to stand over 
generally) 

Universal Automobile Insce Co Id 
(to confirm alteration of objects) 

A Harper, Sons & Bean Id (same) 

National Farmers’ Union Mutual 
Insce Soc Id (same) 

Tyne Steam Tug Towing Mutual 
Insce Assoc (same) 

Companies (Winding Up). 
Motions. 

Angel Steamship Co Id (ordered on 
April 13, 1920, to stand over 
generally) 

John Dawson & Co (Newcastle-on- 
Tyne) ld (stand over generally by 
consent) 

S Jacobs & Co Id (ordered on March 
15, 1921, to stand over generally) 

H C Motor Co ld (ordered on July 5, 
1921, to stand over generally) 

Francis Sumner & Co ld 

Adjourned Summonses. 
(Companies (Winding Up). 

Vanden Plas (England) Id (on proof 

of Fiat Motors ld —with witnesses 

—parties to apply to fix day for 

hearing—retained by Mr. Justice 


Astbury) 

Gold Mining Co ld 
(ordered on July 26, 1921, to 
stand over generally) 

Blisland (Cornwall) China Clay Co 
ld (ordered on Dec 6, 1921, to 
stand over generally) 

British American Continental Bank 
ld (ordered on Nov 7, 1922, to 
stand over generally) 

Gardiner Shipbuilding & Engineer- 
ing Co ld with witnesses (c.a.v.) 

Fredk Rumble ld (with witnesses) 

J Lionel Barber & Co Id (ordered on 
Oct 23, 1923, to stand over 
generally) 

Standard Housing Co Id (ordered on 
July 31, 1932 to s.o. generally) 
M & B Cinemas ld (with witnesses) 
Camille de Paris ld (with witnesses) 
London & Montrose Shipbuilding & 
Repairing Co ld (with witnesses) 
City Equitable Fire Insce Go Id 

(with witnesses) 

J Dunlea Id (with witnesses) 

City General Trust ld (with wit- 
nesses) 





Id & 








Moreni & Bordeni Oil Syndicate Id 

British Exhibitors’ Films Id 

Same 

National Benefit Assce Cold (ordered 
on Dec 17, 1923, to s.o. generally) 

Charles & Thomas Harris & Co Id 

Same 

Atkey (London) Id 

MacAfee & Co Id 

Mulhern & Welsh Id 

Ash’s East Kent Brewery Id 

Trentham Engineering Co (Corn- 
brook) Id & Irlam Engineering Co 
ld (with witnesses) 

G Stanley & Co Id (with witnesses) 

Forth Shipbuilding & Engineering 
Co Id 

A & W Nesbitt Id (with witnesses) 

Carlisle Steam Navigation Co ld 

Chancery Division. 

French South African Development 
Co id Partridge v French South 
African Development Co Id (on 
preliminary point—ordered on 
April 2, 1914, to s.o. generally 
pending trial of action in King’s 
Bench Division) 

Economic Building Corpn Id (with 


1923, to s.o. generally) 

Economic Building Corpn ld (or- 
dered on July 3, 1923, to s.o. 
generally) 

Dogliani Dawson & Cold Anderson 
v Dogliani Dawson & Co Id (with 
witnesses) 


Before Mr. Justice AstBuRY. 
Retained Matters. 
Companies (Winding Up). 
Petition. 

re Calloose Tin Mines Id 

Chancery Division. 
Motion (with Witnesses). 
Cocks v Seigal 
Adjourned Semmonses. 

Re Lucas-Tooth, dec Meldrum yv 
Lucas-Tooth (s.o. Nov 14) 

Re Betts,dec Friend v Betts (pt hd) 
(s.0.g. Nov 29) 

Re Whitcombe’s Trusts Moore v 
Public Trustee (pt hd) (s.o. Dec 4) 

Re Gibb, dec Robinson v Gibb 
(pt hd) (s.o.g. Dee 4) 

Re Sanders, dec Sanders v Herapath 
(pt hd) (s.o. Dec 14) 

Re T Southam, dec 
Southam 

Re Dickson, dec Mott v Dickson 

Re Robertson’s Settlement Cash v 
Vickers 

Re Wilton’s Patent and re Patent 
& Designs Acts (fixed for Jan 15) 

Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses. ) 

Brailey v Burgess Hill Urban Dis- 
trict Council 

Hurley v Stepney Borough Council 
(pt hd) (s.o.g. July 20) 

Rowland v The Air Council 

The Trustee of J Bannister & Co 
(Bankrupts) v Starr 

Whitney v Whitney 

Paget-Tomlinson v Green 

Theyre v Cronin 

Israel & Oppenheimer ld v Healing 
& ors 

Bogaerts v The British Liansoff 
White Oil Co ld (not before 
Jan 22) 

Newmark v Rolo Id 

Deuchar v The Gas Light & Coke Co 

Edward Young & Co Id v Grierson 
Oldham & Co Id 

Evans v Central Electric Supply 
Co Id 

Scott-Tucker v Tucker 


Southam v 





Hinton v Hinton 


witnesses) (ordered on July 3, | 
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Trustee of H Parry v Ward 

Smith v Cryer 

Goddard v The Watford Co-opers 
tive Society 

Castellan v Bannister 

Roche v Roche 

Scottish Reversionary Co 
Radcliffe 7 

Weil v Aircraft Disposal Co Id 

Nunn v Roberts 

Hele v Aman 

Hudson Id v Yager & ors 

Barnett v Hadley Bros & Tavlor ld 

Thomas v Price 


Before Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrencg, 
Retained Causes for Trial, 
(With Witnesses, ) 
The Trustee of Ellis & Co v Botfield 
(s.o.g. Dee 3) 
J Hey & Co Id v The Econonie 
Stores Id (s.0.g. Nov 15) 
The York Glass Co ld v Jubb 
Fine Arts Products Id v Harris 
Oliver-Peel Control Id v Telegraph 
Condenser Co Id 
Cook v Pickard & anr 


| Clay v Horn 


Adjourned Summonses, 

Re EJ Cawston,dec Re S Cawston, 
dec Cawston v Cawston (pt hd) 
(fixed for Jan 15) 

Re Welsh Hospital (Netley) Fund, 
1914 to 1919 Thomas v Attorney. 
Gen (s.o. for Attorney-Gen) 

Re Anna Maria Barnard, dec March 
v Barnard (to come on with fur 
sumns) 

Re Bayly, dec Prowse v Guy (to 
come on with fur con) 

Ridley v Cywan (s.o. to Feb 1) 

Re Cleugh, dec Dannatt v Cleugh 

Lole & Co v London County Couneil 

ee dec Langton v Attorney. 


n 

Re Wartling Tithe Expte Mini 
of Agriculture & Fi oe — 

Re Clark’s Settlement Re Clark's 
Will Scarr v Waifs & Strays Soe 

Rowland v Air Council 

Re Lawrence, dec 
Lawrence 

Public Trustee v Merrall 

Re Meredith, dec Morton v Church 
Missionary Soc 

Re W Arnell, dec Re C Edwards, 
dee Prickett v Prickett 

Re Learoyd, dee Fry v North 

Re Sir W Nelson, Bart, dec Nelson 
v Nelson 

Re Dakin, dec Moore v Dakin 

Re Jewell, dec Westminster Bank 
Id v Jewell 

Re R Rogers, dec Rogers v Rogers 

Re Turner, dec Valpy v Smith 

Re Carden, dec Roberts v Desprez 

Re J J Routledge, dec Routledge 
v Routledge 

Re appln of G C Moore & T Moore, 
No. 186,192 and re Patents & 
Designs Acts, 1907 & 1919 

Re Soutter, dec Soutter v Emson 

Re Scottish Union & National Insce 
Co & Bartlett and re Vendor & 
Purchaser Act, 1874 

Re Connell, dec Field v Donoghue 

Leslie v Leslie (s.o. to Jan 18) 

Re Turycross, dec Norman ¥ 
Routledge 

Darlington Co-operative & Industrial 
Soc Id v Ernst 

ms age dec Stroud v Totten- 


Clamp y¥ 


Re Sharpe, dec Newton v Warren 
Re Roffey, dec Roffey v Roos 
Re Heaton, dec Public Trustee ¥ 


Heaton 
Re Anderson, dec Soames ¥ 
Anderson 

















‘avlor Id 
NV RENCE, 
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sInonie 
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and re Trade Marks Acts, 1905 
& 1919 

Re CS Pyke, dec Pyke v Pyke 

Re Titley, dec Union of London & 
Smiths Bank v Titley 

Re Husband, dec Wyche v Lane 

Re Humble, dee Holland v Humble 


Before Mr. Justice RussE.t. 
Retained Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses. ) 
Goodman v Corfield ld (pt hd) (s.o. 
to Jan 16) 
Bilis v Mitchell 
The British Hispano Line Id v 


Pittard 

Re Lowther & Cameron Id Smith v 
The Company 

York Corporation v Henry Leetham 
& Sons Id 

ReHarmer Wilson v Harmer 

Re Isaac Newton, dec Newton v 
Newton 

Application under the Trading with 
the Enemy Acts, 1914 to 1916. 

Re International Ganymede Club 


Adjourned Summonses. 
Re Von Marcard, dec Public 
Trustee v Public Trustee 
Sime v Bullock Bros & Co ld (s.o. 
till trial of action) 
Re Russell Skinner, dec Marriott v 


r 
Re Everest, dec Pickering v Everest 
Re Wraight, dec Moore v Moore 
Re Roberts, dec Owen v Roberts 
Re Homes, dec Homes v Homes 
ReLugard, dec Haskell v Blanshard 
Monro v Monro 
Re Dunk’s Estate Westminster 
Bank Id v Dunk 
Re Horlick & Fisher's Contract 
Re Vendor & Purchasers Act, 1874 
Re A E Percy, dec Heald v 
Attorney-Gen 
Re Joy, dec Joy v Joy 
Re Winget ld Burn v The Company 
Re Lurgan, dec Lloyd v Brownlow 
Re Windsor-Richards, dec Hornby 
v Stevenson (with witnesses) 
Re Garland’s Settlement Roe v 
Garland 


Re Thrupp, dec Geard v Clark 

Re Wolmans Id Wolman v The 
Company (with witnesses) 

Re Wyatt, dec Hall v Deedes 

Re Abergavenny Settled Estates 
Abergavenny v Nevill 

Re Charles Marsden & Sons ld 
Dobson v The Company 

Re Thomas, dec Menal v Thomas 

Re R C Thomas, dec Freeman v 
Thomas 

Re Jones Davies v Jones 

Re Earl Poulett, dec Public Trustee 
v Poulett 

Re Ellen Clark Bone v Bartholomew 


Before Mr. Justice Romer. 
Retained Adjourned Summonses. 
Re Pedro Suarez & re Judgments 
Act 1864 (fixed for Jan. 11) 

Re Austen Smith’s Settlement 
Bishop v Smith 

Re Huntley’s Will Trusts Owen v 
Wyndham 

Re Goodwin, dec Ainslie v Goodwin 

Re Hope, dec Eastwood v Hope 


(to come on with Action No. 57) 


Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 


by F E Adams’ Patents Co ‘ 
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Williamson v Inrig & Cutting (s.o. 
until after inspection) 
Clark v Clark 


| Tomlinson v Walker 
| Woods v Cable Accessories Co Id 


Joseph Rodgers & Sons Id v Rodgers 


| Wright v United Cigarette Machine 


Co ld (security ordered July 4, 
1923) 
Emblem v Wright 


| Garrod v Everett . 


Zabner v Zabner 

Chatterly-Whitfield Collieries ld v 
Amalgamated Industrials ld 

Hiscocks v Wilton 

Coflux Id v Baines Dielectric ld 

British Thomson-Houston Co Id v 
D Rose & Co 

Marques v Panter 

Le Masurier v Clamp 

Jackson v Watt 

Re J Hawkins, dec 
Hawkins 

Proctor v Candy 


Durrant v 


| Bagnall v Ruscoe 

| McMicken v Willis 
Lister v Lister 

| Carson v Wood 

| Wilkinson v Smith 


Ford Motor Co (England) Id v 
Stenophone Accessories (1921) Id 

Tilling v Harlow 

British Thomson-Houston Co ld v 
The Metalite Co Id 


| Re J R Read, dec Gilchrist v Read 





Gillespie v Heath 

British Thomson-Houston Co ld v 
Webber 

Home & ors v Partridge 

Dickens v Ferdinando 

Kelly v Edward Sharp & Sons Id 

Re Miller, dec Miller v Hudson 

Miller & Cold v Hudson 

Clifton-Brown v Lloyd 

Shaw v A Burnet & Co 

Re Companies (C) Act 1908 & re 
London & Montrose Shipbuilding 
& Repairing Co ld 

Re Companies (C) Act 1908 & re 
City Equitable Fire Insurance Co 
Id (not before Feb. 4) 

Re Companies (C) Act 1908 & re 
J Dunlea Id 

Joseph Rodgers & Sons ld v Rodgers 

Goss v Goss 

Barnes & Son v Matthews & ors 

British Thomson-Houston Co Id v 
Horn & anr 

Re Townsend, dec 
Townsend 

Fountain v Rawlins 

Moore v Mackintosh 

Re Cobden-Sanderson, dec Walker 
v Cobden-Sanderson 

Goemaere v Sales (security ordered) 
(Nov. 21, 1923) 

Laminated Coal ld v Bowen & ors 

Fryer v Fryer 

Ridgley v Ridgley 

Venables v Salomon 

Cotterell v Musmann 

Tyldesley U.D.C. v Leigh R.D.C. 


Logan v Lyons 


Banks v 


| Re Companies (C) Act 1908 & re 


M & B Cinemas ld 


| Re Companies (C) Act 1908 & re 


Escott v Southend-on-Sea Char-a- | 


bane & Motor Transport Co ld 


n v The Scottish Widows’ | 


Fund (pt hd) (s.o.) 
Williams vy The Amalgamated 
Marine Workers. Union (fixed for 
Jan 14) 


G Stanley & Co Id 
Remnant v Baxter 


Tyldesley U.D.C. v Leigh B.D.c. | Coles v Laycock 


Clinch v E J & W Goldsmith 

Hales v Wingfield 

Hales v Thornton Butterworth Id 

Bobbett v The Black Rock Quarries 

Id 
Hubber v Richards 
Before Mr. Justice Tomutn. 
Retained Matters. 

Motions (by Order). 

Re Farquharson Ivimy v Browne 

Manvers v Nance 
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Simonds v Pearson 

Silberrad v Smith 

Derby v Blackburn 

British Thomson-Houston Co Id v 
Sterling Accessories Id 

Yeatman v Rowland 

Evans v Newman 

Williams v General Trading and 
Mnfrs Id 

Cox v Lavington 

Mortimer v De Fraine 















Petitions. 

Re Young’s Contract 

Re MacDougall’s Policy and re Life 
Assce Cos (Payment into Court) 
Act 1908 (s.o. to Jan. 17) 

Adjourned Summonses. 

Re Morris Burrows v Morris (pt hd) 

Re Dancer Tappenden v Dancer 
(pt hd) 

Hurley v Hearts of Oak Life & | 
General Assce Co Id (restored) | 


(pt hd) | Cookson v Lloyds Bank Id 
Harrow-on-the-Hill U.D.C. v Wreat- | Penn v Terrell 
hall | Keighley v Green (s.0. until further 


orders in chambers) 
| Steinberg v Cooper & Howell ld 
Ash’s East Kent Brewery Co Id v 


Re S Bevan Bowen v Bevan 

Re Hesketh Morris v Pickthal] 

Attorney-Gen v Bassett 
| 


Causes for Trial. Worsfold 
(With Witnesses.) | Masson, Seeley & Co ld v Emboso- 
Hale v Coombes (not before Easter | _ type Mfg Co 


Boret v Proudman 

Ingram v Ingram 

Vardon v Webster 

British Oxygen Co Id v Maine Light- 
ing Co 

Stanmore Estates ld v Perry 

Film Cooling Towers Id v Evans 

Alloy Welding Processes Id v 
Weldriecs Id 

Lillico v Baxter 


| 
| 
Sittings) 
Brady v Turner 
The South American Copper Syndi- 
cate Id v Boret & anr 
Bowser v Bowser 
Re Whitcombe, dec Barnes v Eve 
Hewlett v Brighton Guardians 
Metropolitan Water Board v London 
and North Eastern Ry Co 
In re Busby Settled Estates Busby | 


v Busby | Narramore v McClellan 
Attorney-Gen v Westminster City | Jonas v Jonas 
Council Mather v Dollar 


Re Scala (Coventry) ld Orr v The 
Company 

Akim Id v Selection Trust Id 

Edells v Barclays Bank Id 

Berliner v Gold 

' Teniero v Alves 


Summer Entertainments Syndicate 
ld v Shorefields Syndicate Id 

Rees v Jones 

New Varieties ld v Brickwell 

Warden v New Varieties ld 
(interpleader issue) 








APPEALS AND MOTIONS IN BANKRUPTCY. 


Appeals from County Courts to be heard by a Divisional Court sitting in 
Bankruptcy, pending 31st December, 1923. 


In re a Debtor (a firm) (No 23 of 1923) Expte The Debtor v The Petitioning 
Creditors and The Official Receiver appl from the County Court of 
Lancashire (Blackburn). 

In re a Debtor (No 14 of 1923) Expte The Debtor v The Petitioning 
Creditors and The Official Receiver appl from the County Court of 
Dorsetshire and Hampshire (Poole and Bournemouth) 

In re Horace Hoyle (No 56 of 1922) Expte The Trustees v Horace Hoyle 
& J H Holmes (Manchester) ld appl from the County Court of Lancashire 
(Manchester) 

In re Jacob Levy (No 5 of 1923) Expte The Official Receiver v Jacob 
Levy, the Bankrupt appl from the County Court of Carnarvon (Bangor) 

In re a Debtor (No 36 of 1923) Expte The Petitioning Creditors v The 
Debtor appl from the County Court of Middlesex (Brentford) 

In re H E Hoyle (No 18 of 1923) Expte The Trustee v C J Mander 
from the County Court of Yorkshire (Halifax) 

In the Matter of a Deed of Assignment for the benefit of creditors, dated 
12th April, 1923 Expte The Trustee v The Debtor appl from the 
County Court, Warwickshire (Birmingham) 

In re J B Howes Expte F W Le-Blount Lean, The Trustee v Edwin 
Thomas Hatt appl from the County Court of Berkshire (Reading) 

In re a Debtor (No 13 of 1923) Expte The Debtor v The Petitioning 
Creditors and The Official Receiver appl from the County Court of Essex 
(Colchester). 


appl 


Mortons in BANKRUPTCY. 
For hearing before the Judge, pending 3lst December, 1923. 

In re I Weisenthal (trading as Maison Lafayette) Expte C H Bull, the 
Trustee v S Cesar, L H Leiserowitz, C Links, CG Hyman & Co, A & C 
Miller, Phillips Shragge (trading as Phillips) & Morris Weihs 

In re Same Expte Same v S Cesar 


In re Same Expte Same v W J McLoughlin 
Inre Same Expte Same v P L Millward & Co ld 
Inre Same Expte Same v Paillips Shragge (trading as Phillips) 


In re Same Expte Same v L H Leiserowitz 

In re Searle, Hoare & Co Expte A H Partridge, The Trustee v Henry 
Harris Lloyd 

In re The Hon R A Fellowes, N F O’Brien, H H Gordon & F E O Tootal 
(carrying on business in co-partnership as Ellis & Co) and In re Gerard 
Lee Bevan Expte the Trustee v Ivor Howard Jones 

Inre F Meddings Expte A E Quaife, The Trustee v Lauisa Charlotte Meddings 

Inre A NC Treadgold Expte E Dexter v H C Mossop, The Trustee 

In re Marcus Cohen Expte H J Veitch, The Trustee v N Bloom 

In re Same Expte Same v Kopel Israel 

In re Same Expte Same v Rachel Michaels 

In re M Cohen Expte N H W Greenslade, The Trustee v W R Snow & Co 

In re Fanny Woolf Expte P 8 Booth, The Trustee v D Figur & Co (restored) 

In re W F Baxter Expte F SSalaman, The Trustee v Charles Richard Steele 
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HILARY SITTINGS, 1924, 
CROWN PAPER. 
For Judgment. 
Met Boro’ of Hackney v The Met Asylums Board 


For Hearing. 


The King v Commissioners of + Tax (expte Shaw) 
Philip & Bruce ld v J A Tobin & 
London, Midland & Scottish Ry Go v Kershaw 
The King v Crabbe (expte Secretary of State for Home 
am. airs, 
The King v Roberts (expte Whitworth and ors) 


they v Connolly 
v Smith & ors Jj of Surrey (expte Bright) 
Thornburrow v Chatfield 
The King v Gateshead Union Assessment Committee (expte 
Whickam Parish Overseers) 
v Same (expte same) 
Same (expte Ryton Parish Overseers) 
Same (expte same) 
(expte Heworth Parish Overseers) 
(expte same) 
(expte Winlaton Township Oversers) 
Same (expte same) 
Same (expte Stella Township Overseers) 
v Same (ex same) 
unter, an officer of the Board of Trade 


eeveyivii? 
‘TTT 


; 


: 


v Hum 
y Forbes, on " anr Jj of Bolton (expte McVittie) 
v _Couneil of the County Borough of Oldham 


McVittie) 
& ors Jj of Southampton (expte 


ina 


t c of the Newport (Monmouthshire) 
Union v Pontilanfraith Constitutional Club & Institute Id 
The King v Keepers of the Peace and Jj of Northumberland 
( Betti) 
~— rson v Calver 
F A Hendy & Cold v Norman 
Guardians of the Poor of Lewisham Union v Nice 
Pollock v Surtees 
The King v Hardy & anr Jj of Southampton (expte 
c v Govr of Holloway Prison (expte Corti) 
Broughall v Reynolds 
Twitchin & anr v Alton Union Assessment Conunittee & ors 
CIVIL PAPER. 
For Judgment. 
v Bennett (Folkestone County Court) (c.a.v. Dec. 19, 
1923, cor. Sankey & Swift, JJ.) 
For Argument. 
American Trading Co v Hardie, Milroy & Co Id 
Same v Bloch & Klein 
Appleby v James (Lambeth County Court) 
France v Lacas (Dewsbury County Court) 
Cole v Wallis 


Galestin v Corrie MacCail & Son id 
Sterry v Caw ~ & ors (Brompton County Court) 
“oe v Fox, Roy & Co Id & anr (Plymouth County 


Thomas . anr Vv Jones (Glamorgan County Court) 

In re the Companies (Consolidation) Act,1908 In re Lloyd's 
Furnitme Palace ld Evans v Lioy’s Furniture Palac id 
(Ponty, County Court) 

Golbismitn v Arlidge (Bloomsbury County Court) 

H.M. Postmaster-Genera!l v Beck & Pollitzer (Mayor's 
& City of London Court) 

Bower v H Butcher & Co 

Lioyd ¥ Davis (Kidderwinster County Court) 

Strickland v Palmer (Wandsworth County Court) 

Calvert v Hamilton (Kingston-upon-Hull County Court) 

Greenaway v Silaters id ( Brompton oy A a 

Baker v Anderson (Westminster County Court 

Bath EB. D. C. v Shackell (Bath County Court) 

: Consolidation) Act, 1008 





Bourne) 


es re the 


Sewell & aor v Eccles ( Birmingham County Court) 

Bagge v Chrystal (Westminster County Court) 

J & © Dodd v. Hamilton (Westmirster County Court) 
Parrotte v Potter (New Malton County Court) 

Davis v Maritime Salvors Id (Mayor's & City of London 


) 
4H Rayner & Co v Fed. pou 
Skinner v Lon Gen Inece Co ld (West London County Court) 
McAndrew v Mayor, &c of Dartmouth (Totnes & Paignton 
County Court) 
Neal vy Hevens (Mayor's & City of London Court) 
(Westanineter County Court) 


) 
HLM. Attorney-General v Leopold Walford (London) id 
Leake v Wootton & anr (Atherstone County Court) 
Moore v Hale (WAcomatury County Court) 
v Barrett (Shoreditch County Cou.t) 
Matthews v¥ Thompson, McKay & Co ld (Leicester County 


Court) 
Sevage Vv Loudon County Council (Bow County Court) 
Saunders v Hunt (Bloomsbury County Court) 
Roper ¥ Sabey (Marylebone County Court) 
Bonnet v Osborne (Marylebone County Court) 
= 4 i FS 7 idl aaamaataas 
Meloy & Co 


¥ Stunts Be 
Drulty v Palmer (Rotherham County Court) 
Mawm ¥ Donaldeon (Lambeth County Court) 


Newhal!l vy Latioer 

Treacary Solicitor vy Hunt & ore 

Yetwiek v Grant ( Blonnsbur Sounty Court) 
Watkins & aar v¥ Oven (Khyi County Court) 

Oateway Krom lhv J Kh yee: bg pn nd County Court) 
Oinatia V4 v Vernard (Gcttiieb, Ct) (YAmonton County 





Csmatty 
Marlow ¥ Allied Transports 4 (Kingstom-upon- Hal) County 


Hutton v Coombes (Live' oe Court) 

Maginsky v Trimberg , techapel ‘county Court) 

Stagg v (Wandsworth County © 

In the Matter of the Petn of Right of Th The Ric Tinto Co ld 
Edwards v Morgan 

Hanger v Hawke (Plymouth County Court) 

Kelway, Bernard & Co. v Oughtred & Hartison Id 

Abrahams v A E Gains & Sons (Bow County ) 

Pine & Wife v Reed & Wife (Newton Abbot & Torquay 


County Court) 

= ove (Wholesale) ld v Yard (Wareham County 
Jourt 

Gaisford v Morrell (Newton Abbot £ Torquay County 


Court) 

Swinstead v Bowen (Croydon Cente Com t) 

Sheena v F F Dixon & Co (London) Id (Mayor's & City of 
London Court) 

Jones v Ravenshear (Brentford County Court) 

Mizen v Bliss (Bow County Court) 

The Meloto co ld v Heward (male) (Westminster County 
Ceurt) 

Hudson v Boyer (Marylebone County Court) 

Thomas Wallis & Co ld v Hardy & Wife (Trustees of the 
Marriage Settlement of the Defts, Clmts) (Barnet County 
Court) 


Coleman v Iles (Brentwood County ( _— 

Price v Fellows (Dudley Count: ——— 

Travis -& Arnold v Allum (Ma “+4 i" of Northampton 
Garnishees ; A R & W Cleaver ld & ors, Clmts) (Northamp- 
ton County Court) 

Whitehead v Calderbank (Altrincham County Court) 

Broad v Morris (Bristol County Court) 

Riw alt v Cart it (Mayor's & City of London’s Court) 

Harper Piano Co Id v Clayton (Powell, Clmt) 

Storey v North & ors (Halifax County Court) 

White v Darbyshire (Wandsworth County Court) 

Holt v Young & Wife (Buckingham Cour Court) 

C & T Harris (Calne) ld v Robinson & Co (Mayor’s & City 
of Court) 

Schwarer v Cogger (Southend County Court) 

Huxley v (Wolverhampton County Court) 

Palin v Steer (Marylebone County Court) 

Parr & anr v Hamilton (Conway, Llandudno & Colwyn 
Bay County Court) 

Yates v Ta flor & anr (Bolton County Court) 

Bedworth 1 Supply Id v James Hargreaves & Son (Leeds) 
Id (Coventry County Court) 

Harris v Tallman (Exeter County Court) 

Culverwell vy Walsh (Weston-super-Mare County Court) 

Soning v Burge ( — County Court) 

Wharton v Askham (Oldham County Court) 

Adshead, Gibbs & Fortescue v Langhorne (Hotblack & 
ors, Clmnts ) 

Jackson vy Harbour (Bow County Court) 

Wakeman v W B & F T Archer (Birmingham County Court) 

Lander v Winsten (Hertford County Court) 

Jones v Ravenshear (Brentford County Court) 

Liverpool Co-operative Soc ld v Costigan (Liverpool County 
Court) 

Cohen v Gluisman (Whitechapel County Court) 

Barrett v Middleton & ors (Horsham County Court) 

Valentine v Corbetti (Lambeth — Court) 

ay A v Kent Education Committee & anr (Dover County 


rt) 
>. v Carstin (Shoreditch County Court) 
Fearnley & ors v Crabb (Bristol County Court) 
Rippon Bros v 
Raper & anr v Haywood (West London County Court) 
Johnson v Union Lighterage Co ld (Mayor's & City of London 
Court) 
Jones v Morgan (Hereford County Court) 
Hewitt v Rowlands (Liverpool County Court) 
Hicks v Scarsdale Brewery Co (Chesterfield County Court) 
Hopperton v Allen (Sevenoaks County Court) 
Thomas & ors v Williams (Lianelly County Court) 
Orient Co ld v Thos Williams & Sons Id (Birmingham County 
Court) 
Williams v Perry (Bow County Court) 
The King v The Malton & Norton Co-operative Soc ld (New 
Malton County Court) 
Rowney v Baker 
Lawrence v Godfrey (Jambeth County Court) 
Heatly v McCullagh (Wandsworth County Court) 
Veale v Dowson (Chesham County Court) 
SPROIAL PAPER. 
Owners of 5.4.“ Zora” v Watson & Youell 
John Walkden & Co id v Thornett & Fehr 
Monmouth Shipbuilding Co ld v The Board of Trade 
Boardman v Minister of Agriculture & Fisheries 
Pletcher Hardware Co ld v Trading Indemnity Co ld 
Rush v Paddington Met Boro’ Council 
Hope v Ridle 
Groves v Juhlin 
EB Hardy & Co (London) ld v Wait & Jones 
Owners of «.«.“ Kunt lurl” v Algerian State Rys of Paris 
D & TG Adams ¥ Dessen & Co ld 
Ackerman May Agency v Quartermaine 
Aktie Skelekabet Eikland v Arcos Id 
APPEALS AND I188URS UNDER THE UNEMPLOYMENT 
INSURANCE ACT, 1920. 
in re an application by the Kast & West Flegg B.D.C. (de 


urner) 
In re Bame (de Pipes) 

Revenve Pare. 

ENGuisn INVORMATION. 
Attorney-General and Moses Shepherd 
Attorney-General and Dame Ethel Maud Pearson & ors 
Attorney-General and Osmond Elim d’Avigdor Goldschwid 
BNOLind LNYORMATION (Kxceptions to Answer). 
Attorney-General and Les Galeries Universelles Co ld & ors 
Cases BTATED. 


The wo Pip wouth Mutual Co-o eative and Industrial Boe Id 
cy Yd yn of Inland Revenue 


Jan. 12, tog 


7 Life Assce Soc of the United § 
ills (H.M. Inspector of Ta: po | 
The came of Inland Revenue and The New York a 
Pacific Steamship Co Id 
The Commrs of Inland Revenue and A Stott & Sonsld 
Commrs of Inland Revenue and Dale 
The Commrs of Inland Re 


nts for Maclaine, Watson & Co) ani 
prea) Oo a 
& Co) 7 


its for Maclaine, We Oe r 


WA oe tor of Taxes) and J N 

Glanvill, Enthoven & Co and The Commrs of Tnland one 
DEATH DUTIES—SHOWING CAUSE. 

In the Matte. of Arthur George Earl of Wilton, dec 

In the Matter of John William Atkinson, dec 

In the Matter of George Eli North, dec 


PETITIONS UNDER THE — (CONSOLIDATION) Act, 


John Rowell & Son ld and Commrs of Inland Revenue 
4 “ The Grace Darling ” Inn, 16, Denton Road, Scoteweal, 


Newcastle-u TT) ) 
‘vo: Cold £08 Geemae of Inland Revenue 
“The Fox & Hounds” Inn, Norton, Stockton-on- 
Iw Cameron & Co ld and Commrs of inland Revenue (lar 
“The Cambrian ” Inn, Stockton-on-Tees) 

Samuel Allsopp & Sons id and Commrs of Inland Revenw 
(In re “ Ham) ” Inn, Norton, Stockton-on-Tees) 
Harry Ernest Showman & ors and Commrs of Inland Revenue 

(In re “ The Rainbow ” Public House, Colchester) 








Winding-up Notices, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


CREDITORS MUST SEND IN THEIR CLAIMS TO THE 
LIQUIDATOR AS NAMED So OR BEFORE 
THE DATE MENTIONED 
London Gazette. —FRtDAyY, Seassibes 28. 
FORME NATURELLE Corset Co. Lrp. Jan. 11, 
Pittman, 27, King-st., E.0.2. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, January 1. 


-— meee Lrp, Jan. 14. 8. Rhodes, 165, Queen Victorls 
street. . 
MALCOLM MACDONALD a Jan. 11. Leslie C. Stewart, 
78-79, Avenue-chambers, Southamtpon-row, W.C. 
GEORGE tres Lep. Feb.6. H. E. Garstang, 
M. F. Haste, 


61, Brown-st., Ma 
Waite, ANDREWS & Co. Lrp. ae 27. 
15, Water-lane, Ludgate-hill 4. 
THE SANDBACH Motor Co, 
Pearl-chambers, East-parade, Leeds. 
Henry LAMPLoUGH Lrp. Feb. 16. B. Dennett +s a 
6, Great Winchester-st. 


London Gazette—Frivay, January 4. 
PHILIP ANTROBUS LrD. Feb. 8. Percy A, Morrison, %, 


Temple Row, Birmingha: 
Srrincer Lrp. Feb. =. "Robert E. Gisburne, 29 and ®, 
& Eames, Lrp, Jan. 19. Herbert B 

Wilemee, Everard Stores, Rhos-rd., Rhos-on-Sea, Colwya 


A. BS: Keeuna Lrp. Feb. 11. Herbert A. Poppet, 
14, Temple-st., Birmingham. 

THE CANAL COAL & BUILDING MATERIALS Co. Lrp, Feb. 12 
Arthur W. King, Stone-st., Gravesend. 


London Gazette,—TUeSDAY, January 8. 


ELECTRICAL Services Lrp. Feb. 14. Percy Hodgkins, 
48, Sunbridge-rd., Bradford. 

THe NORTHERN MororR EXCHANGE Lrp. Feb. 18. Ad 
Ingram, Jr., 60, Frederick-st., Sunder 

oy Hous Lrp. Feb. 7. ' William Lloyd, 19, Prion 
i) 

LILLESHALL Goat, DISTILLATION Co. Lap, Feb. 4 & 
Albert William Wyon, 3, Fredericks-place, Old Jew, 





Resolutions for Winding-up- 
Voluntarily. 


London Gazelle, —FRWAY, December 28. r 
The North Star Newspaper The  Barnule Builder 
Exe Ltd. 


Ltd. 

0 aay Picturedrome W. Collington 

Toga ¥, Howard ad Taylor & Co. i 
Ltd. 





Bromet and Jane Keith (Surveyor of Taxes) 


Wek i. Vaics & Bon Lid, Wa. J Haysow 
George Cox Ltd. 





(Buildess) 
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12, 1924 









~~" Jondon Gazette.—Tuespay, January1. 


Ltd. Products Co. 

Brown & Co. Ltd. Cromer Club Hones Co. Ltd. 
Mann Ltd. Bute Patent Fuel Co. Ltd. 
Hire Services Ltd. Charles Peacock & Co. Ltd. 








wenas Pool & Co. Ltd. The Ware Town Hall and 
iF , by Motors Ltd. Assembly Rooms Co. Ltd. 
, Forests & Sawmills The Assam Co. Ltd. 







Fase & Newcomb Ltd. 
. Hindmoor Ltd. 

Home & Ex 

Engra’ 









Co. Ltd. 
Glazed Brick Co. 8. Searell Ltd. 
Henry Lam h Ltd. 
Toy Co. Ltd. British Coa Ltd. 
Co. Ltd. Harold Heath & Co. Ltd. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, January 4. 


Manufacturing Co. bead & Jagg Ltd. 















Hatcham Manufacturing 
ite Southern Nigeria Ex- Co. Ltd. 
Eccott (i. Syndicate Ltd. Stringer Ltd. 
as A is’ Club Ltd. Commercial Menepelice Ltd. 






: Ice C: a Ltd Books 4 Oo. Lad Ltd. 
kinson ream Co. . r 
@a, Beerectibie Paint Co. Tigar’s Manure Co. Ltd. 
bar a Conservative Club 


The e farm ‘Lands of Rhodesia 














Cruastaving 
land Reveny te Widrington Coal Co. 
Public Hall Co. Ltd. 








dee 








Pickup & Co. (Paris) Woodman & Beedell Ltd. 
La : oe Mines of Mexico 
ATION) Act, Wilkinson Heywood & Clark 






hm ‘ G. ‘Btibbe & Co. Ltd. 
A ‘venue (a Hf Yewbold Friendly Society The Dalcroze School of 
Scotewool, Hi the Guardian Newspaper | Eurhythmics Ltd 




































i. B. Newgass & Co. Ltd. 
e venue Juians Village Industries F. Parramoze. & Sons 
pn-On- Ie. Ltd. 
evenue (lar Hi pyrit Retates Ltd. Fenwick Sheard & Co. 
ind Jerantut te Ltd. Ltd. 
nd Revenue Appliances Ltd. Cowley Manufacturing Co. 
n-on-Tees) HE WRF. Ltd. 
land Revene # nic Restaurant Services 
ster) (0, Ltd. 
ces, ¥ Bankruptcy Notices. 

RECEIVING ORDERS. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, December 28. 

"hy Pauuirs, CHARLES W., Pontyberem, Colter Labourer. 
roe Gamarthen. Pet. Dec. 22. Ord. Dec. 22 : 

doves, ARCHIBALD, Coventry, Plumber. SN Pet. 
. Dee. 21, O.d. Dec. 21. 


Wasser, CECIL, ae ag me! » mee Peter- 
11, Ceci) HH borough. Pet. Ord, Dec 
London cetens —evennex, ie 1. 


hooks, MARGARET A., Llandrindod Wells. Newtown’ 
Pet. Dec. 29. Ord. Dec. 29 

Qrrew, ARTHUR J. C., Lonibardst., Bank Clerk. High 
Court. Pet. Dec. 28. Ord. Dec. 28. 

UNBERLAND, ERNEST E., West Glossop, Licensed Victualler. 
Ashton-under-Lyne. Pet. Dec rd. 

eves J. D., Wideope ‘othiunberiand, Builder. 


Dec. 29. 
ANTHONY C., ee, Confectioner. King's 
t Holroyd Pet. Dec. 29. Ord. Dec 

<— oe, io dood Dealer. Leicester. 


m, Fruiterer. Birmingham. Pet. 








r % 
sa ; TUS O., , Abergele, Artist. Bangor. Pet. 
29 
* fam, Aur H., Huddersfield, Electrical Engineer. 
lerbert B . Pet. Dec. 29. Ord. Dec. 29. 
ea, Dav, Manchester, Market Draper. Manchester. 
\. Pepper ‘voous, Eenest, Barnsley, General Doaler. Barnsley. 
Deo. 29. Ord. Dec. 29” 
Feb. 12 nee, Pan K., Bristol, Builder. Bristol. Pet. Dec. 29. 
Mim, SamveL R., Brixham, Carpenter. Plymouth. Pet. 
bee. 20 Ord, eo. 29, 

A008, ite Lion-st., E.C., Mantle Maker. High 
odgkiness, = Pet. Nov. 20. Ord. Doc. 20. ” 
8. Ad epee, Davip F. te, Coachbuilder. Canterbury. 

Poa Onl. Ostwyn Bay, Milliner. Pe 
¥ A., : Ba Pot. 
19, Prion =. ix A-» Colwyn Bay, Milliner. Bangor. 
iu & WULLIAM 8., Winterbourne Gunner, Wilts. High 
ld Jewry. Pet. Sept. 37, Ord. Dec. 27. 


, GeorGR C., Hillesley, Ge. gos lene eneveter 
- Gloucester. Pet. Dec. 2 rd. Deo. 


Amended Notices substituted for lo putas in the 
London ¢ of Decewber 25, 
JACK, Dalston, Tailor. High Court, Pet. Nov, 20. 


20, 
WILLiaM, Lew Down, Devon, Rabbit Tuan | and 
Sm Plymouth, Pet. Deo. 22. Ord, Deo, 22. 
London Gazette.—FRvaY, January 4, 
Banast J., Bruton, Somerset, Liconsed Victualler, 
Pet. Jon. 1. Ord. Jan, 1 
ME Bawsann Tolguinoth Tobacconlat, Exeter, 


28, Ord, on 





Co. athe 
d. 
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| Brown, WILLIAM R., Rlacka 
Me mag Pet. Jan. 2. ag Jan. 2 


ARTHUR, 
Pet. Dec. 31. Ord. Dec. 3 
"CARLTON, ly We: Oxford-et., W.l. 


| Corrray, Louts A., New Bond-st., Chocolate Marufacturer. 
Court. Pet. rd. J 
¥ and CRAWSHAW, “JANE A., 
Dec. 3 


| wton, a Rabbit Trapper. 
j Plate Glass Insur- Australian ates, and By- | 


DEGENS, ERNEST, i — Hairdresser. 
De. GEORGE H., Baraky, oor Joiner. 


n Cinema Theatre The St. Heiens Investment | 

DUNOAN, HENRY R., _ eR Chemist. 
Nov. 27. Ord. Jan. 1 

DUNHILL, WALTER, | 3. Accountant. 
Dewsbury. .Pet. Dec. 31. Ord. Dec. 3 

a Tobecconist. 
Newport, Mo Mon., Boot Dealer. Newport, 

Ord. Jan 


GLYNN, THoMaS, = GLYNN, y a Patrington, Yorks, 
Grocers. Kingston-upon- -Hull. 29. Ord. 


GREENAN, ‘Sanaut Fi ~~ mma Nottingham. 

; > penunee , Hinekley, Cor Corn i and Merchant. 
‘isa, “Motor. Ratbios. 

Pe 
— ‘Jou W., Uoodk, 
1. . Dec. 3 

gt Patiingham, | 
HOLLIMAN, Joux R., ;Chiswick, Fruit 2 anemagemns 


Faae, a E., 
Pet. 


=e GEORGE F., 





ISLE, JAMES W., Doncaster, inera Watet Manufacturer. 
ffield. 
a a, jblanidan, ,Retired TT Master Mariner. Bangor. 
an. 2. Ord. J: 
mt, "ALLAN, Portemouth. Portsmouth. Pet. Dec. 1. 
rd. Dec. 21. 
LEWIS, SARAH, ‘pao, | pe Victualler. 
Pet. Dec. 31. Ord. Dec. 3 


'HARLES, Ikingston ~ 4 Hill, 
Baker. ’ Kingston-upon- =< 


@. H., Pulborough. 
. Jan. 1. 
MILLS, AubEKT E., Coveney. 
why Puncv, Newport, i. © Credit Draper. 
t. De 
ODELL, HENRY, ‘Biggleswade, Saari t Gardener. 
OvFLESs, JOHN, Castlefora, Yorks. Wakefield. 
PETOH, ga Catford, Commercial Traveller. 
rd. Dec. 31. 
postu WAITE, BENJAMIN A., lo 
PRICE, JOSEPH, Xstalyfera, Greengrocer. 
REES, "Eanes, Ponty pid, Butcher. 
Ord. Dec. 3 
oumnendl Epaak H., Wetcar, Garage Proprietor. 
h. Pet. rd. weg -. 
SHREEVE, EDWIN, Ste] 
ae, ee SS 
oe ‘ord, Duilder, Guildford. Pot. I + 29. 40 
REGINALD M., Chiswell-st. 
27. - Dec, 31. 
SOLOMON, MICHAEL a Egg Merchant. 
Pet. Dec. 5 rd. Dec. 3 
SOLOMON, Rate, Peterborough, Cinema "ce staemamees 
borough. Pet. 
he Shipley, Boot tall 
Dee. 31. 
Picture Film Exhibitor. 


TOMLINSON, ALBERT E., Burnley, 


TuCKFR, SAMUEL J. C., ‘Hereford, Photographer. 
Pet. Dec. 29. Ord, Dee. 29 


WAL, JoHN, ae. Building Contractor. 
ham. rd. Dee. 31, 


~gdn., 7. “apna 
Jeweller. High Court. Pot. Dec. 4 

WILLIAMS, LEONARD, aaa, Cycle Do vt 
Pet. Ord. 





woot, Hany, Lotccater, ze. omaha 
31. 


, ERNEST, Manchester, 


London Gazette.-TURSDAY, January 8. 


ACKRILL, BERTIE F., P may sae Moneylender. 


Auxscow, raw 

Neweast le-upon-Tyne. 
Pet. Jan. 4. Ord, Jan, 4 

Bau, J, SRALY, Sy St, Jamos’s. 


natn Lawis, ya Rag Dealer. High Court. 


D, ARTHUR, Bradford, Butcher's Outfitter. Bradford. 
= ‘Jan. 3. — Jan. 3. 


Brown, ALEXAND Sheffield, Wholesale Warehouseman. 
Sheffield. Pet. 5d 3. Ord. Jan. 3. 

—, ——*< — Derby, Boot Maker. Derby. Pet 
an 

Buasy, Mora, Twickenham, Hospital Nurse. High Court 
Pet. Nov. 14. Ord. Jan. 2 

CaREY, Wim H., Nottingham, Licensed Victualler. 
Nottingham. Pet. Jan. 3. Ord. Jan. 3. 

CATHERALL, Harry G., Bethnal Green. High Court. Pet. 
Dec. 12. Ord. Jan. 1. 

CLEAVER, WALTER, Birmingham, Builder. Birmingham. 
Pet. Dec. 13. Ord. Jan. 4. 

CLIPSTINE, AMY E.,and BROWN, FREDERICK W., Nottingham, 
— Proprietors. Peterborough. Pet. Jan. 2. Ord. 
an 

Cooper, Joun C., “1. aes Cheapside. High Court. Pet. 
Dec. 3. Ord. Jan. 4 

CROWE, LiongL G. C., Barnstaple, Hotel Proprietor. Barn- 
staple. Pet. Jan. 3. ’ Ord. Jan. 3 

FreLp, A. W., Stockton-on-Tees. Stockton-on-Tees. Pet. 
Dec. 13. Ord. Jan. 4. 

GOULD, GrorGE, Southgate, Architect. Edmonton. Pet. 
Jan. 2. Ord. Jan. 2. 
— Se Mark-la., E.C. High Court. Pet. Oct. 18. 

a 

| or =a ge , Aberystwyth. Aberystwyth. Pet. Nov. 19. 

GRovIC, Pay Junior, Bow, Sack Merchant. High Court. Pet. 
Dec. 6. Ord. Jan. 2 

Hal, ALBgRt E. C., Feltwel, Norfolk, Publican. Norwich. 
Pet. Jan. 5. Ord. Ji 

HALLIDAY, Husest A. Portishead, Wheelweight. Bristol. 
Pet. Jan. 3. Ord. Jan 

Hakgison, Tom 8., Peuarth, Glam. Cardiff. Pet. Aug. 17. 
Ord. Jan. 1. 

HOWARTH, ALBANY E., ,, West Kensington. High Court. Pet. 
April 26. Ord. Jan 

Krinepoy, Joun L., + RE Publican. Northampton. 


DE LICHTENBERG, Ww. T., Knightsbridge. High Court. 
Pet. Nov. 29. Ord. Jan. 2 
Lock, James, Ely, Carpenter. King’s Lynn. Pet. Jan. 5. 
Ord. Jan. 5. 
—— NURSES SUPPLY 7 (eee Tar, Cardiff. Cardiff. 
. Dec. 7. Ord. Jan. 
wae MARK, Treorchy, Glam, Fishmonger. Pontypridd 
Pet. Jan. 4. Ord. Jan. 4 
ae a ee HENRY, Dover. Canterbury. Pet. Dec. 13. Ord. 
an. 5. 
MAIN, ARTHUR, Whitley Bay, Engineer. Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne. Pet. Jan. 3. Ord. Jan. 3. 
MILLER, A. BUCHANAN, Crouch End. High Court. Pet. 
Dec. 8. Ord. Jan. 2 
Moon, ALFRED C., Abotesil Wholesale Pastrycook. 
High Court. Pet. "Jan. 5. Ord. Jan. 5. 
— FLORENCE, Dover. Canterbury. Pet. Dec. 11. Ord 
an. 5. 
Moore, FREDERICK, West peeenpent, Decorator. Sunder- 
land. Pet. Jan.5. Ord. Jan 
=e. > DANIBL, Norwich, Doctor. Norwich. Pet. Dee. 8, 
an. 
NEESHAM, ‘eenenass G., ony ty Yeast Merchant. Ports- 
mouth. Pet. Jan. 3. Ord lan. 3. 
NICHOLLS, WILLIAM R., Stareross, Devon, Farmer. Exeter. 
Pet. Jan. 3. Ord. Jan. 3. 
Norrsoorr, THomas, Winchester, Baker. Winchester 
Pet. Dec. 29. Ord. Dec. 29. 
OLsWaNG@, JOSEPH, Ashworth Mansions, Maida Vale, Com- 
morcial Traveller. High Court. Pet. Dee. 6. Ord. Jan. 2. 
ORMEROD, a, Accrington, Agent. Blackburn. Pet. 
Jan. 4. Ord. Jan. 
— ~7< wae  Wandour-st. High Court. Pet. Nov. 14 
Ord 
Porrer, oe r R., Bakers-row, Farringdoa-rd. High Court 
Pet. Nov. 29. Ord. Dec. 31. 
PULLIN, WILLIAM J Henley-on-Thames. Reading. Fat 
Jan. 3. Ord. Jan. 3 
—*, Ss » Colwyn. Bay, Haulage Contractor. Bangor. 
t. Jan. 3 
REYNOLDS, asa R, Stockton, pate, Grocer. 
Kidderminster. Pet. Jan. 3. Ord. Jan 
RIPLEY, ARTHUR T., Eldon-st., Printer. Tigh Court. Pet. 
Jan. 3. Ord. Jan. 3. 
IBERTS, SAMUBL, Caerau, ar. mena, Reat Collector. 
Cardiff. Pet. Nov. 16. Ord. Jan. 4 
ee Ww. Woollen Merchants. High Court. 
Pet. Dee. 1. Ord. Jan 
Soorr. eaten, D ae , Greeng . Derchest 
Pet. Jan. 3. Ord. Jan, “a 
SeaTon, Hue, Searborough, Motor } aes Proprietor. 
h. Pet. Deo. 11. Ord. Jam. 4, 
Spraee, Exnest, Cardiff, Fruiterer, Cardiff. Pet. Dee. 13. 
Ord. Jan. 4. 
SrepMan, NATHAN P., =. John’s Wood. High Court. Pet, 
Nov, 13. Ord. Jan. 3. 
STRATPORD, WILLIAM, Dewsbury,  eearteae Proprietar, 
Dewsbury. Pet. Jan. 3 Ord. Jan 
TOWNER, FRANCES, mee Fish adel Proprietor, 
High Court. Pet. Dee. 7. Ord. Jan. 3. 
User, HARRY, Thevbaent, Toy Deakr. High Court. 





borough. 
Warernovss, Wit &., Leeds, Joiner. Leeds. Pet, 
Jan. 3 Ord. Jan. 3. 


Sepoten R e% 

Woorren, “grt C,, Dever, Licensed Victualler, 
Canterbury, Pes. Jan, 3. Ord, Jan, 3 

AWRIGENBAUM, A. & SONS, Great Rastereet.. Blovse 
Manufacturers, High Court, Pet. New, 2. Ord. Jaa. &. 

















Jan. 12, r9aq- 
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HOSPITALS AND CHARITABLE INSTITUTIONS. 





BRITISH HOME 


AND HOSPITAL FOR 


INCURABLES. 


Crown-lane, Streatham, London, S.W.16. 


Founded for the Relief 
of Sufferers of the 
MIDDLE CLASSES. 
LEGACIES, 
SUBSCRIPTIONS, and 
DONATIONS 


much needed and earnestly solicited. 


Patroneee—Hum MAseeTY QUEEN ALEXANDRA. 
Patroe—His Royat Hicuwess Tae PRincs 
or WaALzs. 
President—His Grace The Dvxkg oF PorTLaND, K.G. 

EpeaR Permax. 
Orrices—72, CHEAPSIDE, LONDON, 
Bankere—BaRctayve BaNk LIMITED. 


£.0.2. 


Foundling Hospital 








23,749 UNWANTED CHILDREN 


have been Maintained, Educated, and made 
into Useful Citizens. 


Help by Donation or Legacy earnestly solicited. 
R. E. NICKOLS, SECRETARY, FOUNDLING 
HOSPITAL, GUILFORD STREET, W.C. 


HELP THE 


WAIFS & STRAYS! 


SOCIETY 


to save the children. 


Over 27,000 already rescued. 
Its WAYS are safe and sound, 
Its MEANS depend on you. 
Contributions to 
Rev. W. FOWELL SWANN, M.A., Secretary, 


Old Town Hall, Kennington Road, 
London, S.E.11. 


Bankers: Barclays Lid., Kennington. 





The Royal Merchant 
Seamen’s Orphanage, 


BEAR WOOD, WOKINGHAM. 
(Formerly of Snaresbrook.) 
FOUNDED 1827. 
PaTROE: 
His Majesty THE KING. 
TREASURER! 


Lord INCHCAPE, G.CS1. GCMG., &c. 
CHAIRMAS : 


Sir THOMAS L. DEVITT, Bart. 


Three thousand seven hundred and eighty-eight orphan 
children of officers and men of the Mercantile 
Marine have been brought up in these Schools, and three 
hundred and eighteen are at present in residence, including 
nearty one hundred whose fathers lost their lives 
enemy submarines and mines. 


Contributions will be thankfully received. 
Secretary: F. W. RAWLINSON, C.B.E. 





PLEASE HELP WITH 
DONATION OR 


Secretary: @. @UY 8%. ROWLEY. 


CANCER 
HOSPITAL 


(FREE). 


FULHAM ROAD, LONDON, S.W.3. 
(Incorporated under Royal Charter.) 
No Lerrers. No Payment. 


The Only Special Hospital in London 
For the Treatment of Cancer. 


Fully equipped and specially staffed for the 
better treatment and research into the causes 
of cancer. 

A certain number of beds are provided for 
advanced cases, who are kept comfortable 
and free from pain. 


DONATIONS AND LEGACIES 
ARE EARNESTLY SOLICITED. 


Funds are Needed for the Research Institute 
and for the Electrical and Radio-Therapeutic 
Departments. 


Bankers—Coutts & Co., 440, Strand, W.C.2. 
Secrelary—J. Courtney Buchanan, C.B.E. 


LEGACIES, 


ho Sabeotten Anmay soqutons 000/000 0 sense 
the maintenance ite 10,000 centres of work, 
cash ann of witch's in dehy epention, and at 
necessary extensions. 
Sm gop, a pet 
Booth on Army’ 
bso carry ‘8 great w among 
Gifts be earmarked for such 
asthe General “Work of the Salvation 
Army, or for ite Social Work amongst the " 
Besoue and Child Welfare Work, Homes for Boys 
and Girls in difficult 
Work, Work 
tional Work in 
LEGACIES ARE SPECIALLY REQUESTED. 
Legacy Forms, Reports and Annus! Balance 
Sheets, which have always been published, sent 
on application. 
Cheques should be crossed “‘ Bank of England, Law 
Courts Branch,” and sent to Genera! Booth. 


THE SALVATION ARMY, 


Queen Victoria Street, London, E.C.4. 


ciroumstances, 
 —) ~?pammes Educa- 








MORAVIAN MISSIONS. 


For ay ee years Moravian Missionaries have} 
carried the pel to the darkest places of the earth. 
Their self-denying, pioneering, Protestant labours have 
been, and are being, greatly blessed among the heathen. 
An increased annual income of £2,500 needed fer 1 
occupation of Mission Stations in E.C. Africa. 


LEGACIES AND CONTRIBUTIONS 


much needed and earnestly solicited. Address, The 
Rev. EpGaR SWAINSON, Association in ald of 9 
Moravian Missions, 7, New Court, Lincoln's Inn, W.C2 





SPURGEON’S ORPHAN HOMES, 


STOCKWELL, LONDON, 8.W.2. 
Seaside Home Branch : BIRCHINOTOSN-ON-SEA. 
President and Director, Rev. CHARLES SPURGEON. 
Vice-President & Treasurer, WILLIAM HIGGS, Esq. 
A HOME and SCHOOL for 10 VFATHERLESs 
CHILD oa Beloved Founder, 


INDUSTRIAL TRAINING FOR 
BLIND AND ORIPPLED GIRLS 


In connection with , 
JOHN GROOM’S CRIPPLEAGE AND 
FLOWER GIRLS’ MISSION 


Blind Persons Act 1 





PROVIDENCE (ROW) 
Night Refuge and Home 
CRISPIN STREET, LONDON, E.1, 


Has worked since {060 amongst the 


HOMELESS POOR 
every Winter Season, without distinction of creed. 


FUNDS are urgently needed. 
The Secretary, Sir JOHN GILBERT, K.B.E., 15 
Street, ye be London, E.C., ae ally oe 








this page should be addressed: Mesers. HOOPER & BATTY, Lid., Advertising Contractors, 15, Walbrook, London, E.0.4, 








